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The views here developed the author firmly em- 
braces; and, believing them to involve a just concep- 
tion of the scheme and details of. Evangelical Reli- 
gion, he was induced to give them a marked promi- 
‘nence in the course of his ordinary ministrations. 
But, reminded how natural it is for the mind, espe- 
cially the opening mind of youth and inexperience, 
to attach undue importance to its fresh informations, 
he confined them to the secrecy of his own bosom, 
even for some time after his convictions were fully 
matured, that the enthusiasm which novelty often 


begets might be sobered by calmer and more length-| 


-ened reflection. Subsequent study of Divine Truth 
tended but to strengthen conviction, and the decision 
of conscience was deemed to be that of prudence, in 
the course which it appeared to be a duty to adopt. 


It has appeared to the Author that the speculative) 


‘reason has had more to do in the discussion of reli- 
gious doctrines than is consistent with the profession 
that the Bible is the sole and efficient teacher in re- 
ligion, And perhaps nowhere do Evangelical Divines 
of the present day exhibit more the speculative ten- 
dency than in their arguments in favor of the natu- 
ral immortality of man, and the nature of future 
punishment. On the former of these subjects I may, 
in illustration of the summary manner in which the 
argument from Scripture is disposed of, quote the 
language of a highly respectable writer, in his ani- 
madversions on an argument of the Rey. Geo. Storrs: 

««*Man,’ he says, ‘that is, Adam, was a proba- 
tioner ;? no doubt of it. ‘For what?’ isa question 
to which revelation furnishes no answer, and which 
may well be deemed therefore of no great imiportance 
to us.’—Rev. J. H. Hinton, ‘‘ Athanasia,” p. 341. 

Is it conceivable that the Bible should reveal the 
fact that Adam was a ‘“‘probationer,” and yet not re- 
veal ‘for what” he was a probationer? The state- 
ment that ‘revelation furnishes no answer’? to this 
question, is most surprising. Is not the narrative 
of the Edenic dispensation designed to be an answer 

“to it? Surely it will not be conceded to the author 
of *‘Athanasia” that the answer is ‘‘of no great im- 
portance To us!’’ It is because some have attached 
so little importance to this portion of the inspired 

“narrative, and haye sought their information in their 
own speculations, that they have adopted the splen- 
did but hurtful fiction of unconditional natural im- 
mortality. ; , 

These lectures suppose the Bible capable of an- 
swering the several questions raised in them. They 
appeal exclusively to the Scriptures as their sole 
criteria, to whose Author and His grace they are 
reyerently and hopefully commended. 

In sending forth a second edition of these lectures, 
the author is but yielding to the public demand which 
kas been created for them—a demand to which he 
the more readily responds since the subjects of which 
they treat are not of mere local and transient inter- 
est, but appertain to the highest interests, both tem- 


* poral and eternal, of mankind. 


It is gratifying, and a cause for devout thankful- 
ness, that, notwithstanding the misrepresentations 
and indiscriminate opposition which have been en- 
dured in the public advocacy of the scriptural truths 
advanced in this volume—some, and these not a few, 
have bestowed upon it a candid and dispassionate 
investigation, and the result of their reading and re- 
flection has been the cheerful addition of their testi- 
mony to its general scriptural integrity. 

‘Two years have elapsed since the first edition of 
these lectures was published. During this interval 
an increased acquaintance with the Holy Scriptures 
and a clearer understanding of the doctrines here set 
forth, have enabled me to modify and improve, and 
in some instances have obliged me to expunge state- 
ments which I had previously published. I am free 
to confess this much because candor demands it,and 
furthermore I am aware how common it is for un- 
scrupulous opponents to endeavor to excite prejudice 
against an obnoxious writer by contrasting his more 
recent opinions with those he may previously have 
maintained, a course which I am solicitous here to 
repudiate both as unfair in controversy, and adverse 
to the interests of truth. Thé pious and learned Dr. 
Watts has said: “Though a sentence or two from 
any man’s former writings may be cited, perhaps to 
confront his later thoughts, yet that is not sufficient 
to refute them: all that it will prove is this, that 
that man keeps his mind ever open to conviction,and 
that heis willing and desirous to change a darker for 
a clearer idea. Jt will only declare to the world that 
he can part witha mistake for the hope of truth,that 
he dares confess himself a fallible creature, and that 
his knowledge is capable of improvement. It be- 
comes the all-wise God, and not mortal man to be 
unchangeable. It doth not belong to such poor im- 
perfect beings as we are, to remain forever unmove- 
able in al] the same opinions that we have once in- 
dulged, nor to stamp every sentiment with immor- 
tality. Fora man to be obstinately tenacious of an 
old mistake, and incorrigibly fond of any obscure 
phrase or conception, because he has once admitted 
it, is the shame, and not the glory of human nature.” 

With the same eminent man | may veniure unos- 
tentatiously to add: “ When I apply myself with 
diligence to make further inquiries into the great 
doctrines of the gospel, I would never make my own 
former opinions the standard of truth, and the rule 
by which to determine my future judgment. My 
work is always to lay the Bible before me, to consult 
that sacred and infallible guide, and to square and 
adjust all my sentiments by that certain and uner- 
ring rule. {t is to this supreme judge of controver- 
sies that I pay an unreserved submission, and would 
derive all further light from this fountain. I thank 
God that I have learned to retract. my former senti- 
ments, and change them, when upon stricter search 
and review, they appear less agreeable to the Divine 
standard of faith.” J. P. Ham. 

Bristol, England, April, 1851. 
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consciously dishonoring the parent stock? Let not 


“And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and | then the supposition of a necessary doctrinal perfee- 


breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became 

a living 3oul.”—GEN, 2: 7. 

It may reasonably be presumed, apart from any 
overweening sense of one’s own personal claims upon 
public attention, that, in announcing a series of dis- 
courses on the ‘+ Theology of the Bible,” some in- 
quisitiveness may have been excited in the minds of 
those who feel any interest in the truth; and, per- 
haps, a state of mind has been antecedently pro- 
duced, which is rather curious and disquiet than de- 
voutly reflective and calm, and which may, in conse- 
quence, disturb that consciousness of interested 
fellowship in which I desire we should come, at the 
present time, to the oracle of truth. 

It is a great attainment, and evinces a noble inde- 
pendence, when a mind will, in the spirit of earnest 
devotion and inquiry, look the truth humbly but 
steadily in the face; and, without anticipations and 
pre-judgments, go whithersvever it is directed. It 
often happens that the calm and independent current 
of our thoughts, in the investigation of truth, is in- 
terrupted by a foresight of the conclusion which we 
are about to reach—a conclusion which, because 
opposed to our previous belief, is, on this account, 
anxiously avoided. The inquirer, thus taken by sur- 
prise, is injuriously checked by his prejudices; and, 
unless accustomed to independent thought and urged 
on by the irrepressible thirst after truth, forecloses 
abruptly the prosecution of the inquiry. 

It were too much to presume that, in a mixed as- 
sembly like the present, none should be mentally 
circumstanced as I have supposed: I hope, however, 
notwithstanding this forestalling tendency, that I 
may be permitted to lead the way in these interesting 
inquiries, in which I shall endeavor from the Bible 
to show, that the popular religious teaching gives an 
incorrect representation of the fall of man, and as a 
consequence, does not accurately represent his re- 
demption by Christ. The scriptures, I have been 
led to believe, exhibit the fall of man as a more in- 
telligible.and complete ruin, and the redemption by 
Christ as a more rational and blessed recovery, than 
fs commonly taught. My endeavor will be to indi- 
cate the teaching of the Bible on the important sub- 
ject of human immortality, with the view of proving 
that this doctrine, as professed by the modern Chris- 
tian church, is a tradition of the old speculative phi- 
losophy of the heathen sages, which is nowhere re- 
cognized in, but is most repugnantto the word of God. 

But this is an undertaking which will probably be 
considered by many as unnecessary as it is presump- 
tuous. Is it possible, some may ask, that the Chris- 
tian church can have nurtured in her bosom such 
mischievous and distracting errors, and that through 
& long series of ages they should not have been dis- 
eovered, and that it remains for us in the nineteenth 
century to go back to first principles, and revise the 
basis of our holy faith? Even so. If all impartial 
history assures us, that very early in the Christian 
era the seeds of serious errors were sown in the bo- 
' gom of the church—and if the progress of that his- 
tory exhibits, in its many controversies, the germina- 
tion and too successful growth of these errors, is it 
not rather probable that the lateness of the period in 
which we live, instead of putting us beyond their 
reach, has afforded a longer time for their destruc- 
tive maturity, and that now may be the harvest-time 
of many early errors, and we may in reality be feed- 
ing upon their fruit? If the living and “true vine” 
be closely pressed upon by the forest trees of old er- 
rors, is it improbable that the ‘‘branches’‘ of ‘the 
true vine” shall put forth their tendrils to these do- 
seitful props, and by seeking other supports, be un- 


‘tion prejudice the mind in the prosecution of this in- 
quiry. No less authority than Douglas thus wrote 
on the rise of error in the primitive church:—-‘'The 
early Christians were by no means aware of the ex- 
tent of their danger when they enumerated only the 
heresies and the heretics, that were without the 
church. Thesame errors were also: spreading within. 
Those who were vehement and determined in their 
errors, naturally separated themselves from others, 
and distinguished themselves by a peculiar name, 
while the many, through whose minds the same er- 
roneous notions of philosophy or superstition were 
vaguely floating, remained included in the bo- 
som of the church. As the multitude of believers 
increased, the number of crude and mistaken opin- 
ions they brought with them were multiplied also; 
and the study of the scriptures, the only cure for 
these evils, was either neglected, or pursued upon 
visionary principles. While the doctors of the church 
were refuting heretics, they were often cherishing in 
their own writing the seeds of future heresies; and 
the tone of feeling and the mode of thinking among 
Christians was rapidly receding from the standard 
of scripture and the oracles of truth.” 

In this and the following discourses, I desire to 
adhere closely to the word of God—to take this word 
as the infallible instructor in all the matters of our 
religious faith and practice. It is not with human 
opinions, whether right or wrong, that I desire to 
have to do—although these must, of necessity, be 
occasionally referred to—but with the plain and au- 
thoritative teachings of God. To this 1 have endea- 
vored to bring my own mind, from the conscious in- 
sufficiency and unsatisfactory character of much 
which I had been taught to believe was the revelation 
of God, but which I am constrained to regard as but 
the doctrines and commandments of men. 

Mr. Noel, in his work on ‘‘The Union of the Church 
with the State,”’ well observes, that since the doctrine 
of Christ “has been preached, men can no longer 
receive the creed of their fathers or of their country 
without investigation; but each one is bound te 
search after truth, to receive it, to maintain it, and 
to promulgate it in the world, in opposition to all 
error, however venerable or popular. Our Lord pre- 
dicted that this novel exercise of conscience in mat- 
ters of religion, this indenendent inquiry and reso- 
lute profession, would disturb society everywhere to 
its very foundations. ‘Think not that 1 am come to 
send peace on earth; I came not to send peace, but 
a sword;’ to which may be added another declara- 
tion of our Lord, ‘I am come to send fire on the 
earth.’”? And while this is the predicted effect off 
making conscience of our creed, the obligation to do 
so is no less obvious: ‘‘Let every man be fully per- 
suaded in his own mind;” ‘‘Whatsoever is not of faith 
is sin;” ‘Prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good.” 

All who are accustomed to investigate the grounds 
of their own religious faith, and who are in the habit 
of contemplating the development of the religious 
opinions of others, will readily concur with me, that 
considerable vagueness, and even actual ignorance 
with respect to religious doctrines, exist in the minds 
of the majority of religious persons ; and that a very 
considerable proportion of religious belief is rather 
to be regarded as traditionary and educational, than 
the result of enlightened conviction. May not this 
be chiefly traced to the fact, that religion is propa- 
gated rather independently of the bible, than by its 
supreme authority, as the source of all religious 
teaching? There is an understood creed, conven- 
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tionally stereotyped in the minds of all so-called or- 
thodox believers, according to which the correctness 
of uny belief is examined, and by which it is approved 
or condemned. We have an authoritative tribunal, 
a ghostiy coun il, as virtual spiritual council as 
either that of Carthage or @ent, with canons and 
formularies as fixed; the effétt of which is to awe 
and intimidate any independent mind that shall be 
bold enough, in the consciousness of a sacred duty, 
to sit at the feet of Jesus and learn of him. Onehas 
only to entertain a different opinion, even on some 


minor point of religious beliet, from the orthodox | 


multitude, and immediately suspicion, hard names, 
and sometimes something worse, become the recom- 
pense of such temerity. Roman Pontitis, alas! are 
not the only Popes who have troubled the churches 
of Jesus Christ. Protestantism, with all its protes- 
tations, has had its Popes; and even now, while 
Romanism has one Pope, Protestantism has muny. 
In this respect Protestantism has become deprotes- 
tantized, and needs to revise and revive its noble po- 
sition—the bible, the bible alone, is the religion of 
Protestants. ‘‘I'o the law and to the testimony, if 
they speak not according to this word it is because 
there is no light in them.” 

The character of these discourses will be rather 
. expository than controversial. An attempt will be 
made to reply to the question, ‘‘What saith the scrip- 
ture?” on the successively connected subjects which 
[ have proposed to bring before you. Thesubjectfor 
our present consideration is, the scriptural represen- 
tation of man—his constitution, probation and fall. 

Turning to the book Genesis, where the inspired 
account of the creation and primitive condition of man 
is recorded, we learn that ‘‘the Lord God formed 
man of the dust of the ground.” It must be confessed 
that the first creation of man is fitted to awaken hu- 
miliating reflections on our constitutional original, 
and to check the complacency with which we are 
wont to dwell upon our distinctive nature. There is 
a disposition in man to exalt himself too highly, and 
to talk extravagantly of his native excellence. His 
language often indicates the belief that he is by nat- 
ural constitution allied, in some very important re- 
spects, to'God; and that he possesses, although in a 
vastly inferior degree, attributes and capabilities 
similar to those of the Supreme Being. In some 
sense this is indeed true; but, in opposition to the 
eonceit of the native constitution of man which is 
commonly entertained, I cannot but regard the sacred 
history as designedly teaching us that our origin is 
extremely humble, and that our constitutional alli- 
ance is less with the immortal Deity than with the 
mortal and perishable earth. ‘‘The Lord God formed 
man of the dust of the ground.” Considerable em~ 
phasis is placed upon the fact that man was origi- 
nally formed ‘‘of the dust of the ground,” an emphasis 
which appears to me to be inexplicable, except on 
the supposition that the scriptures teach the native 
mortality, and not the immortality of mankind. 

We are accustomed to assume a phraseology when 
speaking of the human constitution, singularly dif- 
ferent from that which the bible uniformly employs. 
Wespeak of the soul, as suggesting the essence and 
destiny of human nature, and not unfrequently as 
being properly and eminently the man; but the bible 
gives a marked prominence to the material form which 
was constructed out ‘‘of the dust of the ground,” and 
points rather to that as suggesting the essence and 
destiny of man. Observe the phraseology, ‘‘God 
formed man’”—not the body of man, but man—‘‘of the 
dust of the ground.” And after the unsuccessful pro- 
bation of our first parent, and he was cast forth from 
Eden, the curse is expressed in terms as definite as 
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language can possibly furnish: ‘In the sweat of thy 
face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto the 
ground; for out of it wast thou taken; for dust thou art, 
and unto dust shalt thou return.’’ Gen. 8: 19. 

Now, let it be remarked that this very distinct and 
emphutic language is employed after it had been said, 
at the time of the creation of Adam, that God 
“breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and 
man became a living soul’—or as the word soul here 
means, a living person. We should have expected, if 
these words were intended to teach that the breathing 
‘dnto man the breath of life” signified the imparta- 


'tion to him ofan émmortal or undying spirit, and that 


the possession of such a spirit suggests the essence 
and destiny of man’s nature, that the curse would 
have been expressed in very different language from 
that which is actually employed; instead of whichit 
is most explicitly and significantly suggested, even 
after the operation of breathing “into man the breath 
of life,” that the essence and destiny of the natureis 
not an immortal, but 4 mortal and perishable exis- 
tence—‘‘dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou re- 
turn.” The terms point out the personality of the 
first Adam as involved in his perishable and mortal 
nature. ‘Dust thou”—thyself, thy personality—dust 
thou art, and unto dust shalt ¢how return. 

In further corroboration that the phrase, ‘the 
breath of life” which God “breathed” into Adam, does 
not imply the constitutional immortality of the hu- 
man soul, permit me to call your attention to the very 
significant language in which this creative act of God 
is recorded. “God breathed into his nostrils tke 
breath of life.’ That spark of life which the vivi- 
fying breath of God kindled in Adam, and so lit up 
his personal consciousness, did not descend into the 
depth of his human constitution to enthrone itself in 
an imperishable seat; it trembled, asit were, on the 
surface of his being, as if tarrying for a season only. 
The tenure of that life, so far from being eternal, is 
suggested as both temporal and precarious. The 
“breath of life’ was but ‘breathed into his nostrils." 
And in laying an emphasis on these words, I do not 
unduly exaggerate their importance, as the following 
scriptural examples of their usage will testify. The 
prophet, when he would express the helplessness and 
mortality of man, thus writes, ‘‘Cease ye from man, 
whose breath is in his nostrils, for wherein is he to 
be accounted of?” Isa. 2: 22. And yet more defi- 
nite and significant is the language of the patriarch, 
«All the while my breath is in me, and the Spirit of 
God isinmy nostrils.” Job 27: 3. The breathing into 
Adam’s nostrils the breath of life imparted not immor- 
tality, but life and consciousness to him; the duration 
of that life was altogether an independent considera- 
tion. Before this divine act, Adam was a man, after it 
he became noé an immortal man, but simply a 
living man. ‘Man became a living soul,” that is, a 
living person. ’ 

Now, it is commonly said, that the ‘‘breath of life” 
which God breathed into Adam was an immortal soul, 
The opponent who avails himself of this argument, 
should be reminded that it proves much more thanhe 
will be disposed to concede, unless he believesin the 
immortality of the whole animal creation. If the 
phrase breath of life proves that Adam had an immor- 
tal soul, then it also proves that every animal, beast, 
bird, fish, and repti.¢, has an immortal soul. Of the 
animals saved from the deluge we read, ‘‘They went 
in unto Noah into the ark, two and two of all flesh, 
wherein is the breath of life. And all flesh died that 
moved upon the earth, both of fowl and of cattle, and 
of beast, and of every creeping thing that creepeth 
upon the earth, and every man ; old in whose nostrils 
was the breath of life, of all that was in the dry land 
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died. And cvery living substance was destroyed which 
was. upon the face of the ground, both man and cat- 
tle and the creeping things, and the fowl of the hea- 
yen; and they were destroyed from the earth, and 
Noah only remained alive, and they that were with 
him in the dark.” Gen. 7: 15, 21-28. 

In this passage it is obvious that the whole animal 
creation, including man, is comprehended in the 
phrases all flesh and every living substance; and in re- 
ference to them all, without any distinction, it is 
written, ‘in whose nostrils was the breath of life.” Of 
them ’all—man, beast, fowl, reptile, animated by the 
breath of life, we are told that they died and were des- 
troyed. The breath of life cannot therefore mean an 
immortal, or deathless spirit, otherwise the whole 
animal creation are immortal; and it would, more- 
over, have been impossible that either by the deluge 
or any other catastrophe they should have died and 
been destroyed. What is immortal is necessarily in- 
destructible and deathless. If man’s soul is his per- 
sonal self, and is possessed of immortality, man-can- 
not die, nor be destroyed. 

The last clause of the text under consideration in- 
forms us of the product of this creative act ’of God; 
and, therefore, could there have been brought no evi- 
dence whatever to show the value of the phrase, the 
breath of life, since itvis recorded what the product 
was—what, that is, ‘‘man became ;” it would be suffi- 
cient, if it be possible, to demonstrate, by scriptural 
evidence what is the nature of this production—in 
other words, what is the meaning of the phrase living 
soul. God “breathed into his nostrils the breath of 
life, and man became a living soul.” 

Every candid disputant will allow, that to fix the 
true meaning of the phrase, ‘living soul,” is to pre- 
clude any argument founded upon the process of 
breathing into man the breath of life. Whatis the 
meaning, then, of this phrase? Does it or does it not 
mean that Adam became an immortal soul? Relying 
solely upon scriptural evidence, I hesitate not to re- 
ply, that it does not teach that Adam became immor- 
tal in any sense. For, in the first place, it is a phrase 
that is not restricted in its application to Adam, but 
is applied equally to ali the inferior creatures. In 
Gen. 1: 20, we read, ‘‘God said, let the waters bring 
forth abundantly the moving creature that hath life,” 
or, 28 it is in the marginal reading, and which is the 
literal translation, ‘living soul.” In the original 
Hebrew, in all the following places—Gen. 1: 20, 21; 
24, 30; 2: 19; 9: 12, 16—it is the same language 
that is employed of the lower animals as of man— 
they are invariably called “living souls.” This fact, 
then, destroys the possibility of building up the doc- 
trine of the soul’s immortality upon such a basis. 
We have, moreover, a more direct and emphatic tes- 
timony to the value of this phrase, in the authorita- 
tive commentary upon it of the Apostle Paul. In his 
first epistle to the Corinthians, the apostle quotes this 
text for a purpose so manifest and unmistakeable, 
that if his reasoning be impartially attended to and 
accepted, not only would all discussion about the 
meaning of this text in particular be for ever set at 
rest, but the doctrine of the soul’s immortality would 
be driven from the arena of controversy, as a philo- 
sophical figment, inconsistent with and detrimental 
to scriptural Christianity. In the fifteenth chapter 
of this epistle, where he discourses with considerable 
particularity on death and resurrection, he thus ob- 
serves, “It is sown a natural body, it is raised a 
spiritual body.” The term natural in our translation 
is in the Greek an adjective formed from the sub- 
atantive soul, and, therefore, its most literal English 
equivalent is not natural, but soulical. It is sown a 
soulical body, that is, a body animated by a soui, or 
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| in other words, a living body, all of which ‘‘is sown” 


in death, and ‘‘raised” in resurrection. Paul does 
not use the word ‘‘body” either here or elsewhere in 
the modern conventional sense, of the mere taberna- 
cle or fleshly garment of the soul. As employed by 
him and the sacred writers generally, we are com- 
pelled to understand it, as comprising the human na- 
ture as a complete whole, the essential basis of which 
is a material pody, mortal and corruptible and which 
is animated by a temporary life. For the sake of 
illustrating and confirming the foregoing statement, 
I would instance the following passages, ‘‘] beseech 
you that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, 
holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable 
service.” Rom. 12:1. Surely Paul did not enjoin 
upon the Roman believers that they should present 
their bodies merely, but their entire selves. Again, 
when he says, ‘‘We are willing rather to be absent 
from the body, and to be present with the Lord,” he 
does not mean that the soul is the human personality 
distinct from the body, and that at death the soul 
leaves the body, and is present with the Lord. Paul’s 
idea of absence from the body, if we are to judge by 
the analogy of his doctrinal teaching, is an absence 
Srom the present condition of the entire human nature as 
mortal, and under the dominion of death; to be absent 
from which is to be entirely liberated from liability 
todeath, and to be invested with immortality ; which 
is, at the time of resurrection, when ‘this mortal shal? 
put on immortality,’ and when, not before, believers 
will be absent from the body and present with the Lord. 

In the same comprehensive sense is the word soul 
used by the sacred writers, not to signify the essence 
of man distinct from his body, but the complete man, 
whose characteristic nature is a rational living organ-~ 
ization—the essential basis of which lies notin an 
indestructible soul or spirit, but in a material and 
perishable body. 

Attaching then the Apostle’s idea to the words 
which he employs, we see clearly what he means us 
to understand by the phrase living soul,” and what 
is the real constitution of the human nature. ‘There 
is a natural body (a soul body) and there is a spirit- 
ual body (a spirit body.) And so it is written, the 
first man Adam was made a living soul, (a living per- 
son,) the last Adam was made a quickening spirit,” 
(a life giving power.) Here the Apostle proves the 
mortality of man by the very phrase which the advo- 
cates of the popular doctrine bring to prove the soul’s 
immortality! He contrasts the first Adam with the 
last Adam, or Christ—the first is only a ‘living soul,’ 
a mere temporal existence, the last, or Christ “hath 
life in himself,” and is the ‘‘quickening or life-giving 
spirit.” And with greater particularity Paul pro- 
ceeds to state the mortality of man. ‘Howbeit that 
was not first which is spiritual (life-possessing or im- 
mortal,) but that which is natural (soulical, animal 
or mortal,) and afterward that which is spiritual. The 
first man is of the earth, earthy, the second man is 
the Lord from heaven. As is the earthy such are 
they also that are earthy, (that is, mortal and per- 
ishable,) and as is the heavenly, such are they also 
that are heavenly, (that. is, immortal, and heirs of 
the everlasting life.) Now this I say, brethren, that 
flesh and blood (the mortal creature man) cannot in- 
herit the kingdom of God, (because that kingdom is 
an everlasting kingdom, and “flesh and blood” is not 
immortal and everlasting) neither doth corruption 
(and man is corrupt and must decay) inherit -incor- 
ruption. For this corruptible (which is the charac- 
ter of our present human nature) must put on incor- 
ruption, and this mortal (for such we are by natural 
generation) must put on immortality.” It demands 
very special attention that Paul does not say that the | 
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s1corruptible soul, the immortal soul, is ta ‘‘put on 
incorruption and immortality,” but ‘this corruptible’ 
and ‘this mortal.’ The who:e human nature of man 
is corruptible and mortal, and before it can enter into 
life, must be endowed with an everlasting or immor- 
tal quality. ‘So when this corruptible shall have put 
on ineorruption, and this mortal shall have put on im- 
mortaléty, then shall be brought te pass the saying 
that is written, death is swallowed up in victory ;” 
“‘mortality is swallowed up of life,” And so being 
‘absent from the dody”—the mortal and corruptible 
nature of man, by means of resurrection from the 
dead in a spiritual body, or life-endowed nature, we, 
if we are Christ’s, shall ‘‘be present with the Lord,” 
by whom, as by ‘the quickening spirit,’ we are raised. 
‘Thanks to God who giveth us the victory’over the 
mortal nature or body ‘through our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 

The passage just referred to is, according to some, 
a scriptural proof of the doctrine of man’s native 
immortality. Besides what has just been advanced 
in oppusition to this interpretation ef the passage, 
and which, in my judgment, is most conclusive, I 
would ask, if the language in question would convey 
such an idea as that of the native immortality of man 
to any one, who, ignorant of the sense generally put 
upon it, should for the first time be required to ex- 
pressits meaning? I cannot but think that, to one 
unbiassed in his judgment by a conventionally under- 
stood meaning, and uninfluenced by attachment toa 
creed, the natural signification of the passage would 
appear to be this—that after the creation of man 
from the dust of the ground, God breathed into him, 
and he became an animated existence. There surely 
is nothing in the term ‘living’ that suggests the idea 
of unlimited duration of existence, but only a different 
condition of existence from what was presented before. 
Until breath was put within him, and thus the first 
impulse was imparted to the human mechanism, man 
was only a lifeless form; but after this Divine act man 
became ‘a living soul,’ that is, an azimated existence. 

In Gen. 1: 27, we read, ‘‘So God created man in 
his own image, in the image of God created he him: 
male and female created he them.” Upon this Jan- 
guage more emphasis is laid by the advocates of the 
native immortality of man. Man having been created 
‘in the image of God,” it is affirmed that he must 
have been created immortal, because that “image” 
would have been imperfect without this element in 
his constitution. In reply to this statement I would 
observe that it is a perfectly gratuitous assertion, 
destitute of all evidence, and resting only upon an 
assumed probability. It will surely not be main- 
tained that man, because he is said to have been 
created in the Divine image, is like the Divine Being 
in every attribute of his nature. That nature can, in 
this extensive sense, have no ‘‘image” or ‘‘ikeness.” 
Immortality is one of the peculiar attributes of the 
divine nature, and why then should one only of these 
peculiar attributes be selected, and not al/ of them, 
as properly involved in the ‘image” and “likeness” 
of God? If immortality be selected, why not select 
every other attribute involyed in the complete simili- 
tude of the Deity? Now, we have a direct scripture 
prohibition against the assumption of the attribute 
of immortality by man; for the Apostle Paul, in his 
epistle to Timothy, distinctly asserts that ‘‘God Ps ty 
only hath immortality.” 1 Tim. 6: 16. To this itis 
replied that God hath immortality in a peculiar sense, 
that his immortality is essential and underived, and 
looks back into the infinite past, as well as forward 
into the infinite future; while man’s immortality is 
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fore be any “‘image” or ‘ikeness” of God in this re- 
spect, if man’s immortality is quite another attribute, 
and so materially different from the immortality of 
God. Let it be distinctly borne in mind, that the 
argument for man’s natural immortality is establish- 
ed upon the statement in Genesis, that he is made in 
the Divine image or likeness. Now, there is a very 
material respect in which this image or likeness fails 
as we have seen, and this is, that God’s immortality 
embraces eternity—the eternity past and the eternity 
future, while the assumed immortality of man em- 
braces only the eternity to come. Man’s immortality, 
then, 1s quite @ distinct idea, a widely different attribute ; 
it is not the image or likeness of God’s immortality. 

The attributes in'which man resembles God, are 
the intellectwal and moral attributes of his nature. 
Here, it is true, there is a wide difference in the re- 
spective perfection of these attributes. As possessed 
by God, they are absolutely perfect; possessed by 
men, they are but imperfect. The reason and moral 
nature of man are infinitely inferior in their capacity 
and excellence to those of God, but yet they are 
tmages, likenesses of the Divine reason and moral na- 
ture, the difference being, that they are not possessed 
by man in the same degree and perfection as they 
exist in God. The immortality of God is incapable of 
an image or likeness, since it admits of no degrees and 
no imperfection: itis the exclusive prerogative of the 
Divine self-existence. 

To claim for the original constitution of the human 
nature the attribute of immortality, because it is an 
attribute of the Divine nature, is therefore a most 
palpable mistake, since of all other attributes demon- 
strative of the Divine personality and supremacy, this 
is most frequently selected by Jehovah himself. Thus 
the memorable reply to Moses, “J am that I am;”’ the 
solemn and frequent form of the Divine protestation, 
“As J live, saith the Lord;” and the no less frequent 
form of asseveration, ‘‘As the Lord lweth ;”? to which 
may be added the emphatic and commonly occurring 
phrase, ‘‘The living God.” These formule indicate 
a peculiarity of the Divine nature which is incom- 
municable, “God only hath immortality.” 

The interpretation, then, of the disputed passage 
in Genesis, I would submit, may be fairly seen in the 
following paraphrase: ‘‘As yet’—as if the self-com- 
muning Creator had said—‘‘we have formed but irra- 
tional creatures in this lower creation, without a 
moral nature, and therefore unaccountable—let us 
make a creature that shall sustain a moral relation 
to us, that shall resemble and represent us in this new 
creation—a creature possessing intelligence, self- 
consciousness, a moral sense, and capable of a higher 
enjoyment than other sentient existences—a rational 
enjoyment—and who shall exercise dominion over 
the earth, and all that is therein.” ‘So God created 
man in his own image, in the image of God created 
he him; male and female created he them.” 

The assertion that man is not by original constitu- 
tion an immortal being, obtains, very possibly, an 
unwilling reception from many whom I have now the 
pleasure to address. It has been so long a settled 
point of our belief, and so flattering to human pride, 
that it may appear to occupy an impregnable posi- 
tion among the credenda of religious doctrines. 1 
cannot also but be aware, that the denial of the nat- 
ural immortality of man affects other articles of reli- 
gious teaching, in which the faith of the church has, 
for many years, unsuspectingly reposed. Never- 
theless, with those who seek truth, and who desire 
not to be the conservators of opinions on the mere 
round of their antiquity, the question is—‘‘wha 
saith the scripture?” It does not follow, because 
during even several centuries a popular belief has 
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not, except in some few instances, been called in 
question, that that popular belief is founded in truth. 
The papacy is a venerable institution, yet Luther 
was right in his crusade against that system of ini- 
quity, notwithstanding its antiquity, and the confi- 
dence and reverence with which it was almost uni- 
-versally regarded. The aged man of three-score 
years and ten, about to be gathered to his fathers, is 
right in going to Christ at the eleventh hour of his 
mortality, and in believing that during the whole of 
his past long life he has been religiously wrong. 
Errors, alas! seem more indigenous to our world, and 
obtain a more tenacious longevity than truth. The 
progressive development of religious doctrines abun- 
dantly proves that the grossest heresies have survived 
centuries, and been embraced by hundreds of thou- 
sands in every succeeding generation; and, notwith- 
standing, have at last been shown to be but human 
speculations, or the interpretations of a false criti- 
cism. It will not be pretended that we have even now 
arrived at the Ultima Thule of all religious truth, and 
that to call in question any popular article of faith, 
or to expect to elicit any new voice from the Word of 
God, is to exhibit either puerile weakness or daring 
presumption. 

The dogma of the natural immortality of man, it 
may not generally be known, was not the uniform 
belief of the primitive Church. The history of the 
Church abundantly proves that the primitive Fathers, 
so early as the second century, were greatly divided 
upon this subject. It would appear that up to this 
time this dogma was not areceived article of religious 
faith, and that its introduction is to be referred to 
just this period, when Christianity began to number 
philosophers of the Platonic and Aristotelian schools 
among her converts; for those who maintained the 
natura. *mmortality of man did so, not so much on 
Scriptural, a? on philosophical grounds. The question 
was discussed a: »roperly belonging to the region of 
. metaphysics, and tu: form in which it was held by 
the polemics of this a,>. depended upon their re- 
spec.ve philosophical cree*s. Thus, even those who 
maint. ned this dogma diffe.*d in very material re- 
spects; a reasonable consequenc > of suffering ‘science 
falsely so called” to decide wha are, and what are 
not, articl:s of religious faith. T.e question was at 
last settled >y the dictum of authori.y. The Council 
of the Late.an, in the beginning o* the sixteenth 
century, decr. ed, that the proper imn ortality of the 
soul be a reco, nized doctrine of religii us faith; and 
from these sou: ves, and not from the torching of the 
ible, we have the doctrine of the n; tural immor- 
tulity of man tra ismitted to the Church's. The Pla- 
t-nism of the sevond century was the ather, and a 
Luteran Council, under Pope Leo X., in the six- 
teenth century, was the foster-fathei, of this so- 
called Bible docivine. 

That the natiiral immortality of nan should be 
a most universa'iy held at the presen time, will not 
bs amatter of *urprise to any one \vho know how 
cumparatively ‘ew they are who rely derive their 
jeligious faith from the fountain of {ruth itself. How 
vew obtain the religious doctrines tey hold from the 
Bible, is evidenced by the fact thut the great multi- 
tude of prtessing Christians are ii] qualified to prove 
from the #ible the doctrines which they believe it to 
contain. ‘The great mass for their religious creed 
from the discourses of their wppointed teacher, from 
cutechisms and conversations. Orthodoxy is soon 
learnt, and its symbols soon adopted; it being like a 
well-paved highway ulong which all travel, and the 
greacer proportion not with an intelligent step, as 
the pathw- 7 vf their deliberate and reasonable choice, 
but witn a mere mechanical precision. J udaism, the 
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Papacy, and even the Reformed Churches, have 
taught us lessons about orthodoxy—its history and 
influence—by which, if we are wise, we shall, by this 
time, have profited—the chief lesson of which is, 
that the bible has had JZess to do in the teaching of 
the Church than many have suspected. Creeds con- 
yentionally stereotyped, in which humar conceit and 
a speculative philosophy have lent their mischievous 
aid, have supplanted the Book of God, and even now, 
as in our Lord’s time, men make yoid the law of Ged 
through their traditions 

If we may then judge from the present state of re- 
ligion, the extremely unsatisfactory aspect of certain 
great religious questions, and the impotency of the 
Gospel compared with what, from Seripture promises, 
we might be led to expect, we shall, I think, con- 
clude that the Gospel of Christ is capable of a pre- 
sentation to the popular mind far more striking and 
influential; and that at present it is eneumbered 
with many human admixtures which distract and 
destroy its moral efficiency. We are not, therefore, 
to be deterred by the ery of novelty, from an honest 
and independent inquiry into the meaning of that 
infallible record, which contains the sayings of ‘holy 
men of God, who spake as they were moved by the 
Holy Ghost ;” nor are we afraid, while cautiously 
and prayerfully threading our way, of being led into 
the labyrinth of dangerous error. We know him 
who has said, ‘Search the seriptures, for in themye 
think ye have eternal life, and they are they whick 
testify of me;” and who has further taught us, that 
the Palladium of our faith is not in blindly following 
the echoes of popular beliefs, and in the prejudiced 
adherence to systems and ereeds, but in studiously 
and deyoutly examining the written Word for our- 
selves, ‘Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures.” 

Trepeat, then, that the teaching of the Bible upon 
the primitive constitution of man—if that, and not 
human speculations and assumptions is to decide what 
is, and what is not truth—will be found to be this: 
that man was created a being who, while capable by 
the power of God, of an unending existence, yet had 
itnot by original constitution ; that after his creation 
he was removed to a particular locality, where the 
pure pleasures of which, in his first formation, he 
was alone conscious, might receive their highest 
gratificution—and where, asa moral being, he should 
be submitted to a state of probation, the suceess of 
which should be rewarded by an unending existence, 
subject to no suffering nor constitutional decay. 
Whether this probation would have been limited, or 
extend throughout the whole course of Adam’s exist- 
ence—and what the actual condition of mankind 
would have been in the event of the successful pro- 
gress of Adam’s probation—it is impessible to say, 
and it is of little moment to be informed. That the 
probation would have been confined to owr first parent, 
and that it would have been limited to a definite 
period, seems highly probable, from the fact that the 
Divine arrangement constituted him the representa- 
tive of the human race. 

The scene of the trial of our first parent’s obe- 
dience was a garden, separated from the rest of the 
earth by a greater luxuriance and attraction, and 
adapted to minister to his most refined satisfactions 
and enjoyment. Adam was not created in this garden, 
but was brought thither subsequent to his creation: | 
‘‘And the Lord God planted a garden eastward in 
Eden; and there he put the man whom he had 
formed, (ch. 2: 8;) and which is again repeated in 
the 15th verse, ‘And the Lord God took the man, 
and put him into the garden of Eden, to dress it and 
to keep it.” In this favored and peculiar place 
Adam was to enter upon his momentous trial, and to 
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attain to, or forfeit forever, immortality for himself 
and for generations then unborn, 
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sentation of the design in placing Adam in the gar- 
den of Eden, is incompatible with the evidences of 


The terms of the trial are thus stated: ‘‘And the|love which the sacred narrative discloses in connex- 


Lord God commanded the man, saying, of every tree 
of the garden thou mayest freely eat ; but of the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat 
of it, for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt 
surely die.” The test was at once simple and easy: 
it involved, we may presume, no self-denial; it was 
not likely, amidst so many and such exalted attrac- 
tions to act as a temptation. Were this even the case, 
there were counteracting motives far stronger and 
more influential. Upon the success of the trial de- 
pended the highest issues. - The reward of his faith- 
fulness was, for himself and his descendants an un- 
ending life—the only desideratum of his being—the 
character of which, from his origiaal moral excel- 
lence, and the superadded gifts of God, would be a 
life of blessedness. The punishment of his disobe- 
dience was for himself and his descendants—an ex- 
istence of toil and suffering, exposed to all the con- 
tingencies of a native mortality, and then a return 
forever to the parent dust and original non-existence: 
“Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.” 

But it may be asked, does not this penalty imply 
that Adam was constitutionally immortal, for how 
otherwise could death be a punishment to a being who 
wag created to die? I may reply on the other hand, 
and with equal reason, by another question; if 
Adam was created an immortal or deathless being, 
how could he die? It should be borne in mind that 
Adam was not created to die, neither was he created to 
live for ever. The duration of his existence was left 
to be determined by himself under a gracious system 
of moral probation. The penalty was proclaimed to 
Adam after he was placedin Eden. Outside of Eden, 
that is, before he was placed there, he was a mortal 
creature. From the moment he entered the garden 
of Eden he was a candidate for immortality, and was 
therefore raised above the condition of necessary 
mortality. He had begun to live a life after he was 
placed in Eden, which, on a certain condition being 
fu ed, should never end. He had in fact entered 
couucionally upon his immortality. To Adam there- 
fore, who was a probationer for immortality or a 
deathless existence, and to whom both life and death 
were possible, these words, ‘‘in the day that thou 
eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die,”’ only implied 
that his immortality was conditional. Death, tv him 
who might have been forever exempt from its domin- 
jon, was, therefore, manifestly a punishment. 

That the above is the fair exposition of the account 
given in the sacred history of the probation of Adam, 
I cannot but think every candid person who is hap- 
pily unfettered by the dogmas of the common belief, 
will at once admit. That this exposition greatly de- 
tracts from the supposed native dignity of man’s con- 
stitution, I readily allow; but what is gained by cher- 
isning beliefs, if they are rather fond and flattering 
conccits, than the instructions of the unerring word 
of God? If the doctrine of natural immortality be 
true, it must be proved from the bible; tor there, or 
nowhere, can this doctrine be authoritatively taught. 

And if this be not the true explanation of this in- 
teresting fact, what; I ask, is the true explanation ? 
If Adam was placed as our representative in Eden, 
not that he might obtain a higher good than he already 
possessed; if he was merely placed in Eden that he 
might run a terrible risk—the risk of losing some- 
thing which he already’had; and not that he might 
have the advantage and opportunity of gaining some- 
thing more than he already had—then the placing of 
him in Eden was less an act of grace than the Bible 
represents it to have been. Indeed, such 4 repre- 


ion with this event. ‘And the Lord God planted a 
garden eastward in Eden, and there he put the man 
whom he had formed. And out of the ground made 
the Lord God to grow every tree that ds pleasant to 
the sight, and good for food; the tree of life also in the 
midst of the garden, and the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil.” Here, surely, is the enumeration of 
what was to contribute to our progenitor’s highest 
felicity. Among all the delights which greeted his 
senses, and which reminded him of the grace of his 
divine benefactor, was ‘‘the tree of life also inthe midst 
of the garden, and the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil.” But the popular representation of the proba- 
tion of Adam, makes this tree-test a terrible calam- 
ity. ‘The tree of the knowledge of good and evil” 
stands in the garden-centre, not as the crowning gift 
of all, as its locality would seem to suggest—giving, 
while untouched, a right to the tree of life; but asa 
visible worm at the heart of Adam’s many enjoy- 
ments. It stands there but to mar, and to be in un- 
sightly contrast with all around. It is in the popular 
view but a Upas tree, which had already discharged 
its poison into the fruits which were ‘‘good for food,” 
and folded its dark pall over such as were “pleasant 
to the sight ;” instead of a Jacob’s ladder, by which 
the creature of earth might rise to the perfection of 
an immortal existence. 

The two trees, singled out by name, and situated 
side by side in the centre of the garden, require a 
more extended consideration. I venture to think, 
that there was nothing mysterious about these trees; 
that the names which they bear originated in the 
arbitrary relation which they sustained in the pecu- 
liar Edenic dispensation, and do not characterize their 
inherent or communicated virtues and capabilities. 
Their design is sufficiently apparent to guard against 
any possibility of mistake. The prohibition, it is to 
be particularly observed, extended to one of these 
trees only, ‘“‘the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil:”’ ‘‘Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely 
eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil, thou shalt not eat of it.” This tree was the sole 
test of Adam’s obedience: while he abstained from 
this, he might eat of every tree in the garden, inclu- 
ding of course of the tree of life. Now what, we ask, 
is meant by this ‘‘tree of life?” If Adam had already 
by original creation, life in himself, of what use 
could this tree of life have been to him? It is re- 
plied that it had an antiseptic quality imparted to it, 
and that its design was to preserve the mortal part 
of Adam’s nature from decay. But this answer, how- 
ever plausible, is a petttio principii—it assumes what 
we contend is contrary to the record, that man is, in 
any sense, by creation, an immortal being ;. and pro- 
ceeds, moreover, upon the assumption of a compound 
and conflicting nature of the human constitution, that 
man is in part mortal and in part immortal—a strange 
and unnatural union! Where is it taughtin the scrip- 
tures that man, in reference to his soul, is immortal, 
but, with respect to his body, mortal? Where is this 
anomalous breaking up, so to speak, of the unity of 
man’s nature to be found in the Bible? Itis not a 
religious doctrine; but a philosophical refinement, 
which started into existence when Platonism meddled 
with the simplicity of the scriptures. Neither the 
body nor the soul separately is the man, but the union 
of both. To borrow the illustration of # living writer, 
‘as the union of oxygen and hydrogen produces wa- 
ter, so the union of body and soul constitutes a man.”’* 


#Rey, E. White, “Life in Chriet,” p. 24. 
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Man is always in the bible spoken of as one, and as | locality—his position in the garden of Eden, and upon 


having one destination. 
nechdoche, the scriptures often employ the word soul 
to signify the person; as we do, when we say, that 
such a number of souls perished in shipwreck, or by 
any other catastrophe; but it is never used in anti- 
thesis to the word body, as appropriating the idea of 
the human personality. An apparent exception to this 
may be suggested to some in the language of the 
preacher, where he says, ‘Then shallthe dust return 
to the earth as it was, and the spirit shall return un- 
to God who gave it;” but this language is rather 
confirmatory of the opposite view, that in the disjunc- 
tion of the constituents of man’s conscious being, he 
ceases to be such a being, The body, or the dust returns 
“to the earth as i was,” and the spirit, in like manner 
returns to God as tt was before he gave it: not asa 
man, ahuman personality; for if so, man must have 
had a conscious existence before he was born, but asa 
constituent of the man—the man himself is dissolved.* 

And it is in harmony with these remarks that we 
learn from the bible that the resurrection of the body 
must precede the judgment of men; and that until the 
resurrection of the body, the righteous can neither 
enter upon their reward, nor the wicked pass away 
into final condemnation. And permit me again to 
repeat, and to request your particular attention, that 

. Adam after the fall, when in possession of the living, 
animating principle, is not addressed as the possessor 
of an immortal spirit; it is not his spiritual nature 
which we might have expected, according to the pop- 
ular belief, that is alluded to, as suggesting the es- 
sence of his being; but, on the contrary, his corpo- 
real nature, and to this corporeal nature the person- 
ality and essence of his nature are attached, ‘Dust 
thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.” 

The reply that ‘‘the tree of life’ was placed in the 
garden of Eden to counteract the native tendency of 
one part of the constitution of Adam to decay, does 
not, we think, furnish a satisfactory explanation. It 
represents man asa very incongruous compound, as a 
defective work, to say that one part is inwardly self- 
sustaining, while the other component part is depen- 
dant upon a constant miraculous external agency. 
In opporition to this view, I would remark, that “the 
tree of life” in the garden was in thé character of a 
pledge. Side by side with the prohibited tree, it was 
a perpetual check upon the temptation to violate the 
command by memorializing Adam of the tremen- 
dous penalty he would endure for his disobedience. 
So long as he persevered in his fidelity, he was as- 
sured of an immortal existence, and regarded as ex- 
empt from suffering and death; there stood the di- 
vinely-given pledge of his immortality. Whilein the 
garden of Eden, and having access to that tree, im- 
mortality was guaranteed to him and to his posterity; 
death had no dominion over him or them, ‘The im- 
mortality of Adam, therefore, was contingent, not na- 
tive; it depended upon a particular dispensation and 

*Whon I say that the human mind is “dissolved,” I neither 
affirm nor imply that the components of man’s compound being 
‘areannihilated. Science teaches that'annibilation is impossible, 
except by the agency of the Creator of all matter; and we have 
no instance within the range of human knowledge of actual an- 
nihilation, Matter may change its form; organic bodies may 
beeome disorganized, and be resolved into their primal elements; 
but the elements themselves exist; and, independently of the 
Creator’s fiat, are indestructible. All that I state in the text is, 
that since neither the body nor the soul, but the wnion of both is 
the man, therefore the disunion of these constituent parts of man 
is the dissolution of the man. Neither of these constituent parts; 
that is, neither the sow! nor the body is separately the human 
personality; their separate destiny, therefore, is of no practical 
interest to eur race, The consideration of those passages of 
reripture, which are supposed to teach the separate existence and 
conscious personality of the soul, I have purposely deferred. For 
the scripture doctrine on this subject, I refer the reader to ‘The 
_Gencrations Gathered and Gathering.” 


It is true, by the figure sy-! the circumstance of his free permission to eat of the 


‘tree of life’ as its guarantee and sign. It was a con- 
ditional gift, not a. personal possession—the reward 
of his obedtence, and not his original constitution. 

With this view of the condition of Adam in Eden, 
all the circumstances of his expulsion from Eden ob- 
viously agree. The test having failed, and the mel- 
ancholy consequences of his disobedience being expe- 
rienced in the knowledge or consciousness of evil, * 
purchased at the tremendous cost of a forfeited im- 
mortality, Adam is expelled the home of privilege and 
pleasure. He must now juit the garden of Eden, 
with its scenes and associations of conscious inno~ 
cence and joy, and with a guilty conscience and a 
lost immortality, toil for the subsistence ofa brief 
and sorrowful life, and then, having resigned the 
breath of his consciousness and animation, dissolve 
again into his parent dust. 

The terms of the original curse most explicitly 
teach this doctrine, ‘‘In the day that thou eatest 
thereof thou shalt surely die.” That the meaning of 
this curse is not that Adam should cease to exist in 
the very day that he ate of the forbidden tree, is man- 
ifest from the fact that he did not then die. Had 
this been its signification, we should have been at a 
loss to account for the delay of the punishment, and 
be unable to explain upon what principle he contin- 
ued to live so many years afterwards. Now, I would 
submit that the terms of this curse are quite incom- 
patible with the doctrine of man’s constitutional im- 
mortality. How could an immortal being die? It ie 
worse than trifling to say that his body should die, 
but that his soul should live; for, in the first place, 
the body of Adam did not die in the day of his trans- 
gression ; and secondly, if the soul of manis his per- 
sonality, and the body only a mere instrument for 
connecting him with and fitting him for this condi- 
tion of existence—the body, the unconscious taber- 
nacle of the human personality ; then, to say that the 
curse contemplated only the body of Adam, that his 
body only should die, is to leave the terrible curse un- 
executed; for the curse is, ‘in the day that thou eatest 
thereof thow shalt surely die,’ not thine unconscious 
body, but ‘‘thou,” thy conscious personality—thyself. 

It has been affirmed that the words of the curse, 
‘in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die,” imply the constitutional immortality of man, be- 
cause the threat of death pre-supposes the possession 
of life, which otherwise would not end. But this is 
rather specious than sound, for all that the words 
signify is simply that immortality would be a condi- 
tional privilege. Of course up to the time that Adam 
violated the command, he continued to live, and 
would, had he not eaten of the fruit, have lived for- 
ever; but even then, his immortality would have been 
conditional, and by no means a possession indepen 
dent of the Edenic dispensation. 

This threat must mean something else, and de- 
mands a more satisfactory exposition; and what more 


* Jehovah having created man an intelligentand moral being, 
capable of progressive improvement and happmess, appointed 
him, for reasons unknown to us, the representative of the whole 
race which should proceed him; and offered to him, in this rep- 
resentative capacity, the maynificent privilege of an undying ex- 
istence, on condition that he would acknowledge the divine su- 
premacy, and observe the divine commands. The evidence of 
this acknowledgment, on the part of the first mao, was a sacred 
abstinence from one particular tree, called “the tree of the know- 
ledge of good and evil,” so called, probably beeause, according ag 
he oheyed or disobeyed, would be his knowledge or consciousness 
respectively of good and evil, The recompense of his obedience 
was, an unending existence, the sign and certificate of which was 
“the tree of life,” so culled because it was the pledge cf the pro- 
mised life, orimmortality, These trees located side by side in the 
centre of Eden, reminded our revresentative at once 1 the cen- 
dition and the reward. 4 ; 


BIBLE EXAMINER. 


consistent exposition can be given than that which 
accords with the view Iam now presenting, of the 
possible, and since the fall, of the real mortality of 
human nature? ‘In the day that thou eatest there- 
of thou shalt surely die;” or, accepting its more lit- 
eral interpretation, ‘dying, thou shalt die.” In that 
very day in which Adam ate of the tree he lost the 
privilege of immortality; in that moment he fell from 
the sublime possibility of an attainable immortality, 
and realized the condition possible to his nature—the 
condition of a mortal, perishable being. Thus and 
thus only cz that very duy Adam died; from that time 
forth immortality to him was an impossible inherit- 
ance—from that day the seeds of decay possible to his 
constitution commenced their desoluting growth, and 
spread in him, and in us all, through him, the deso- 
lation of death.* The death threatened was thus a 
progressive, not an immediate death. From the day 
of his transgression his mortality became a fixed and 
irreversible fact. Adam was henceforth a dying man 
travelling onward, not to the realms of the light of 
life, but to the region of darkness and death. 

Now the popular exposition of this curse repre- 
sents God as declaring that he will punish the guilty 
offender, and yet zot doing so. If the curse of death 
here means, as it is said to mean, a threefold death, 
that is, in the popular phraseology—death temporal, 
death spiritual, and death eternal, then this threefold 
death must have been executed upon Adam, and by 
consequence upon his posterity, and redemption is 
necessarily impossible! God had said thou shalt die, 
mot *‘thou,” or a substitute for thee, but thou, thyself. 
if this threefold death, therefore, is involved in the 
word ‘‘die,” then Adam must have been the subject 
of it, and to this death, as ‘‘the wages of sin,” 
the whole race is exposed. The animal life is des- 
troyed, the spiritual life is alienated, and doth for- 
ever. How then, on the popular theory, is redemp- 
tion possible? From an efernal death, of course 
there can be no redemption whatever. But accept- 
ing the word ‘‘die” in the conyentional and evidently 
scriptural sense of ceasing to exist, then Adam did 
and does endure this curse, and so do his posterity, 
and it is from ¢his curse that Christ, as ‘‘the resur- 
rection and the life,’ recovers us. Z/¢has ‘‘abolished 
death, and brought life and immortality to light.” 

The sequel throws additional light upon the nature 
and consequences of the fall of Adam. Our first pa- 
rents were immediately expelled Eden; and the rea- 
son assigned for their expulsion is as follows: ‘‘And 
the Lord God said, Behold the man is become as one 
of us, to know good and evil; and now lest he put 
forth his hand and take also of the tree of life, and 
eat, and live forever; therefore the Lord God sent 
him forth from the garden of Eden, to till the ground, 
from whence he was taken.” Gen. 8: 22-23. 

In this passage, the expulsion of Adam from Eden 
is obviously spoken of as a necessity arising out of 
his altered moral condition, ‘‘the man is become as 
one of us, to know good and evil.” ‘‘To know good 
and evil” is not necessarily sinful, since God has the 
most perfect knowledge of these opposite moral 

*Dr. Lardner has the following observations upon this passage* 
“Tn the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” Lit- 
erally, in the original, “dying, thou shalt die.” Which our 
translators have well expressed, “thou shalt surely die.” Hereby 
some expositors have understood death spiritual. natura], and 
eternal. But Ido not see any good reason they have for it. We 
seein rather to be justified in taking it im the sense of natural 
death only, or the dissolution of this frame, the separation of 
soul and body. We are led to this by the words of the sentence 
pronounced after the transgression: “Dust thou art, and unto 
dust shalt thoureturn.” “In the day that thou eatest thereof, 
thou shalt surely die.” By which may be meant, that very day 
thou shalt become mortal, and be liable to pains and diseases which 
wll issue in death.”—Essuy on the Mosatc Account, dec., Works, 
Val. x. p. 22. 
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qualities. Adam, however, could only have attained 
this knowledge by an act of disobedience—he knew 
“evil” subjectively, by acquisition and melancholy 
experience. When Adam therefore had become as 
God “to know good and evil,” it was a proof that he 
had fallen from his iutegrity, and that his probation 
had failed. His knowledge was the evidence of his 
guilt, which, under his circumstances, he could in no 
other way acquire than by disobeying the command 
in reference to ‘‘the tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil.” It was, therefore, to be deprecated, in- 
deed to be positively forbidden that such a being as 
Adam had become should have an immortal exis- 
tence; it could not be permitted that any being 
should have an inherent immortality who had thus 
challenged the divine supremacy, and set an example 
of disobedience to the whole intelligent creation: 
‘And now lest he put forth his hand, and take also 
of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever, therefore 
the Lord God sent him forth from the garden of Eden, 
to till the ground from whence he was taken.” 

It has already been remarked that it is not neces- 
sary to suppose that the tree of life had any miracu-, 
lous power of conferring immortality; it seems ra- 
ther to have stood in Eden as the symbol and pledge 
of an immortal existence to Adam while he retained 
his integrity, and the Edenie dispensation continued. 
Nor does this passage necessarily teach that the fact 
of Adam’s putting forth his hand and taking and eat- 
ing of the tree of life would have regained and secured 
to him, in his then altered condition, the immortality 
which hehad forfeited. It is not the once eating, but 
the habitual eating of this tree of life which is depre- 
cated and forbidden. So long as he had access to 
this tree, according to a previously given assurance 
on the part of God, he was exempt from the contin- 
gencies of a mortal nature; it was therefore neces- 
sary to send him forth from its neighborhood, since 
he had forfeited the privileges of which it was the 
symbol and pledge; and ‘‘therefore the Lord God 
sent him forth from the garden of Eden to till the 
ground from wheuce he was taken. So he drove out 
the man; and he placed at the east of the garden of 
Eden cherubims, and a flaming sword which turned 
every way, to keep the way of the tree of life.” 

Now, I confidently appeal to every candid mind, 
whether this historic relation of the circumstances of 
Adam’s fall is consistent with the belief that Adam 
possessed immortality asa part of his original consti- 
tution? Is it not distinctly proved that he was put 
into Eden as a probationer for immortality, and, 
having failed in the trial, is not the assigned reason 
for his expulsion, the necessity of removing him from 
‘the tree of life?” That sacred enclosure, the happy 
home of the sinless Adam, was now forbidden ground 
to him; for he had lost the immortality which his 
obedience could have gained. The repetition of the 
reason for his expulsion, and the design, so emphati- 
cally expressed, of the cherubims with the flaming 
sword, ‘‘to keep the way of the tree of life,” against 
Adam and his posterity, appear to me absolutely in- 
explicable upon the supposition that our first father, 
or ourselves, his posterity, have immortality, or a 
ceaseless, conscious existence, as an attribute proper 
and originally belonging to our constitution. 

We have been contemplating a humiliating and 
melancholy fact in the history of our species. If, 
my brethren, you concur in the simple and, I think, 
honest reasoning of this discourse, you cannot but, 
with myself, be humbled on this view of fallen hu- 
manity. As we think of man’s destiny. we sympa- 
thetically exclaim, ‘How hast theu fallen!” The 
view which I have now presented ciffers, it will be 
observed, from the popular theory, in this respect, 
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that I have represented the fall of man to be a more 
extensive calamity than is popularly believed. Man 
has appeared, in the preceding reasoning, to be more 

_ significantly ‘‘lost,’’? and more literally in need of 
being ‘‘saved,” The popular theory represents man- 
kind to have lost, in their representative, their origi- 
nal holiness and happiness; the theory of this lecture 
represents this also, but something more than this— 
man has lost, besides, immortality, But if I have 
asked you to look into a gloom so profound, J can 
point you, on the same divine authority, to a light no 
less glorious; for ‘life and immortality,” says the 
apostle Paul, are brought to light by Christ in the 
gospel. If all in Adam die, on the other hand, all in 
Christ will be made alive. If the opening book of 
inspired truth reveals a flaming sword turning every 
way to defend the approaches to the tree of life, the 
closing book of inspired truth tells of an obedience 
which, resulting from faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, 
has power to sheathe the burning weapon, and clear 
an open way to recover the lost privilege; for ‘‘blessed 
are they,” we read, ‘‘who do his commandments, that 
they may have right to the tree of life, and may enter 
in through the gates into the city.” Rev. 22:14. If 
we have stoodin sad mood by the all-engulphing grave 
and witnessed the sepulture of a lost immortality, we 
now hear a voice uttering the joyful recovery, ‘I am 
the resurrection and the life; he that believeth in me, 
though he were dead, yet shall he live; and whoso- 
ever liveth and believeth in me, shall never die.” 
John 11: 25-26. 


LECTURE II.—THE CHRISTIAN REDEMPTION. 
“The wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.” Rom. 6: 23. 


The conclusion to which we came in the last lecture 
on the important question touching the original and 
actual constitution of man was, we think, necessitated 
by the obvious teaching of the sacred narrative. We 
then saw, after a plain and impartial examination of 
all the circumstances connected with the creationand 
probation of the first man, that in consequence of the 
unsuccessful issue of his trial, asthe representative of 
his posterity, he was exiled from Eden, where was ‘the 
tree of life,’ the symbol and pledge of immortality. In 
that dishonorable banishment was involved the wreck 
of the moral excellence and immortality of the race. 

It is true that we do not derive from the Mosaic 
account of the fall any very definite information with 
respect to the precise relation which Adam officially 
sustained to his descendants; this we learn from other 
portions of the sacred writings. Thus we read, “If 
through the offence of one many be dead, much more 
the grace of God and the gift by grace, which is by 
one man Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many. 
. For if by one man’s offence. death reigned by one, 
much more they which receive abundance of grace, 
and of the gift of righteousness, shall reign in life by 
one, Jesus Christ.” Rom. 5: 15-17. And again, “As 
in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made 
alive; for since by man came death, by man came also 
the resurrection of the dead.” 1 Cor. 15: 21-22, Phat 
Adam sustained a representative relation to his pos- 
terity, a relation that is wholly distinet from his nat- 
ural or parental relation, resulting from the divine 
pleasure and appointment, is supported moreover by 
the fact that the effects of the fall are entailed upon 
them even before the period of their moral accounta- 
bility, as in the case ofinfants. It is in this view of 
the correspondence between the fall by representation 
and the recovery by the same scheme, that the apostle 
denominates our Lord Jesus Christ the second Adam, 
“the first man Adam was made a living soul,” 
mere animated existence; ‘the last Adam was made 
a quickening,” or life-giving “spirit.” 1 Cor. 15: 


BIBLE EXAMINER. 


“A reason for the representative aspect of the ar- 
rangement has been suggested, as biought to light 
by the representative charactet of the grand remediak 
economy which followed. Foreseeing that men, if 
placed on probation individually, would all incur the 
penalty of transgression, God was pleased to make 
their escape from such an issue possible, by the rep- 
resentative arrangement which we have been consid- 
ering, in order (it hus been said) to foreshadew the 
representative nature of the evangelical economy. 
The first was, in this particular, a rehearsal of the 
second. Adam was ‘the figure of him that was to 
come.’ ‘The gospel was preached before untu Adum.' 
Now, doubtless the event has disclosed the analogous 
relation of the first constitution to the second; und 
inspiration itself affirms aresemblance. And a grand 
display it presents of the all-related and comprehen- 
sive nature of the divine plans. Still we ean only 
regard the analogy supplied as an incidental, not 2 
primary or leading reason for the existence of the 
economy which supplies it. For, from the moment 
the first became, in the particular in question, az 
analogy of the second, the second itself was actually 
promised. In the same moment in which the sha- 
dow appeared, the substance itself was coming inte 
view.” —‘'Man Primeval,” by Dr. Harris, p. 424. 

It is of greatimportance to observe that the divine 
arrangement which constituted the first Adam the 
representative of the human race, has entailed upon 
his posterity exclusively the effects of his fall. It is 
to misconceive and misrepresent the nature of that 
catastrophe to teach that the entirerace, by virtue of 
this constituted relation, have become personwlly 
guilty of Adam’ssin. The guilt of that act of disobe- 
dience in Eden was exclusively Adam’s; and he alone 
can, strictly speaking, be said to have been punished. 
What mankind are exposed to in consequence cf the 
fall, is neither the charge of guilt, nor the desert of 
punishment, but simply Joss. The acts of the first 
man in his representative capaeity are participated 
by his progeny in their consequences only, since guilt 
isnot transferable nor hereditary. In correspondence 
with these remarks, I may quote the language of the 
late Dr. Payne: “I must again call the reader,” he 
says, ‘‘to observe most carefully that our statement 
is not that gwilt, in the proper sense of the term, i. e. 
desert of punishment, rests upon the race in conse- 
quence of Adam’s sin; nor that the results of his sia 
overtake us as punishment, strictly so called; but 
that his federal failure has brought upon us legal 
exposure, or liability to suffer the consequences of 
that failure; that is, has exposed us to the loss of 
chartered blessings.”—Con. Lec., ‘Orig. Sin,’ p. 118 

Now, what were these ‘chartered blessings’ which 
Adam might have enjoyed and transmitted to his pos- 
terity? Ireply, the privilege of an unending exist- 
ence, or immortality, together with such local and 
conditional circumstances, and the bestowment of 
such spiritual aid, as should effectually secure the 
moral and spiritual integrity of the race ihus immor- 
talized. In the failure, therefore, of Adam, we read 
not the indictment of our own guilt, but the privation 
of such ‘‘chartered blessings.” 

This statement, that we are deprived by the fall, 
not of personal rights and previous possessions, but 
chartered blessings, will meet an objeetion which 
many feel, and some have even ventured to express. 
While all admit that the doctrine of Adam’s ‘repre- 
sentative relation is distinctly revealed in the Bible,’ 
yet, seeing that such momentous issues to the human 
race are involved in this constitution, it is alleged 


a|that such an arrangement has the aspect of injustice 


towards the race, since it is presumed that their 
highest interests would have been safer in their owm 
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tu.tody than intrusted to another, and this arrange- 
meut being made without the possibility of their 
being a party to it. Such an objection is of course 
nothing short of an impeachment of the Eternal 
Wisdom and Benevolence; and, although the Divine 
Being needs no apologists for His proceedings, I may 
be permitted to observe, in the hope of removing 
this painful and erroneous judgment, that it is based 
upon the common error of contemplating the fall in- 
sulated from the entire scheme, and necessary one- 
ness of revealed truth. Ruin by Adam is not to be 
regarded per se, but in connection with its grand 
complement—redemption by Christ. The Apostle 
Paul has, as we have seen, expressed the correspon- 
dence between these two great parts of the evangelic 
system; and has affirmed that mankind are indeed 
gniners by this original arrangement with Adam, 
since it became possible to institute a second repre- 
sentative head in the person of Christ, by whom all 
the lest privileges might be again recovered. “If,” 
he reasons, ‘‘through the offence of one, many be 
dead, much more the grace of God, and the gift by 
grace, which is by oneman, Jesus Christ, hath abound- 
ed unto many. Where sin abounded, grace did much 
more abound; that as sin hath reigned unto death, 


even so might grace reign through righteousness unto | 


eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord ” Ro. 5: 15-21. 

This inspired reasoning neutralizes the objection 
ugainst the representative arrangement, and shows 
us that every man is now his own keeper; and thus, 
through the new representative relation of Jesus 
Christ, who kas again planted the tree of life, all 
men are made probationers for immortality; and with 
a second opportunity of being enriched with the for- 
feited chartered blessings, are challenged to prove 
themselves worthier and safer guardians of their own 
interests. : 

But, independently of this correspondence between 
the two schemes upon which the fall and recovery of 
mankind depend, and which exhibit an incalculable 
‘ver-compensation in the gift of Christ, by which 
more extensively beneficial ends are generally se- 
ecured—had no such restering scheme been devised 
as that of the Christian redemption, on what princi- 
ple, we ask, could injustice be charged upon God in 
the representative arrangement whieh he made with 
Adam? ‘‘Nay, but, O man, who art thou that re- 
pliest against Ged? Shall the thing formed say to 
him that formed it, why hast thou made me thus?” 
Let it be distinctly remembered that the loss man- 
kind sustained in Adam was not personal rights, but 
chartered blessings. This disposition to impeach the 
justice of the Great Moral Governor arises in part, 
and I am fain to believe, chiefly from a mistaken 
apprehension of the nature and consequence of the 
fall. The most erroneous statements have been made 
by some writers on this subject. One expositor of 
the epistle to the Romans maintains, ‘that the sin of 
Adam was ours as really and truly soas it was the sin 
of Adam himself; that every believer is bound to 
acknowledge and confess that he is guilty of Adam’s 
gin;” and that no doubt may be entertained as to the 
sense in which he empleys the word ‘‘guilt,” he says, 
<+Adam’s sin is imputed to his posterity because dt 7s 
their sin in reality, though we may not be able tosee the 
way in which it is so.”—Haldane’s Com. v. 1, p. 440. 

In harmony with this view of the actual guilt of the 
human race, on account of Adam’s transgression, are 
the popular representations of the desert and pun- 
ishment of mankind. It is right to observe that there 
are different views of the nature and effects of the 
fall; and that in stating what is the popular theory, 
I may not be stating the theory of many accustomed 
to reflection upon this subject. The fact, however, 
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that so much, and such wide difference of opinion 
exists upon this portion of the evangelical system 
would seem to suggest that there is, somewhere or 
other, @ wrong element in the admitted facts, and thus 
various and unsatisfactory results are arrived at. I 
think I shall correctly state the popular doctrine 
when I say that it is believed that Adam, through bis 
disobedience, brought death into the world, in this 
sense—that is, that he exposed his body to dissolu- 
tion, and his spirit to an unending existence in mis- 
ery, which terrible heritage, as our representative- 
head, he transmitted to us, his posterity. I will not 
here repeat what was said in the former lecture 
about the unscriptural breaking up of the unity of 
the human nature, and attaching the essence and per- 
sonality of the human being to the spirit, which this 
theory developes; but merely ask you to ponder over 
that thought, and give it its just weight in your rea- 
soning. There are again others who, while they 
consider that such were the effects of the sin of Adam 
upon himself, only a portion of these evils descend 
upon the race; this transmitted portion being, the 
withholding of sustaining grace, condemnation to toil 
and suffering, and death in the sense of dissolution 
of the body ; the other portion, viz: the eternal suf- 
fering of the soul in hell, resulting to the race, as it 
did to Adam, through personal guilt. But you will 
perceive at once, that if it be admitted that a part of 
the curse which Adam’s disobedience brought upon 
himself is that his spirit should be punished with 
eternal suffering then, as the head and represerta- 
tive of the race, he must transmit, not apart, but the 
whole of the curse. They who hold this latter theory, 
evidently revolt from the conclusion to which they 
see they are fairly and unavoidably brought, although 
they are very inconsistent in so doing. But they do 
not escape from the dreaded element of the former 
theory by any such forced explanation; for if they 
teach, as they do, that mankind inherit a corrupt ten- 
dency from Adam, which willinfallibly bring them in- 
to this terrible estate, the two theories, apparently 
different, come to the same point in the end, and that 
is, that we all inherit from Adam, as the curse of the 
law, a condition of suffering, followed by the disso- 
lution of the body, and unending misery in hell. 

It is not surprising that such representations of the 
fall should excite, in every reflecting mind, painful 
and distracting thoughts concerning the blessed God 
and His moral governmént. There is, I am disposed 
to believe, a secret, antecedent condemnation of such 
a doctrine in the mind of the intelligent inquirer, 
before any attempt is made to test it by the infallible 
word; and although I would not attach too much 
weight to this a priori judgment, I would not, at the 
same time, set it altogether aside as of no weight in 
the argument. The human mind, even in its unre- 
generate state, has its perceptions of justice and the 
fitness of things. The fall, complete as it is, has not 
obliterated every right perception from the mind—it 
nas less damaged the moral sense than the moral dis- 
positions of the race. The fact that the human mind 
secretly revolts from such a representation of the 
consequences of the fall, is at least worthy the care- 
ful consideration of those who uphold this theory, and 
should, we think, induce them to reconsult the in- 
spired record, that they may be satisfied that they 
have not erred in their convictions of its teaching. 

My deliberate opinion is, that the exposition which 
is very generally given of the fall and its effects is 
anti-scriptural, and seriously pernicious to the reli- 
gious interests of mankind, and that the root of the 
prolific error lies in the assumed Coctrine of man’s 
iconstilutional immortality, which, ‘n our last lecture, 
| we saw was not the instruction of the Bible, but the 
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conceit of a false science. Taking it as an incontro- 
vertible truth, that man is a being composed of a 
dying body and an undying spirit, the advocates o 
this theory are unable to dispose of the undying spirit 
in any other way than to dismiss it to a state of per- 
petual misery and sin. Of course, it cannot be sup- 
posed that the portion of the guilty spirit is one of 
bliss; the only alternate therefore, is, the supposi- 
tion that itis consigned to the unending torments of 
hell. Attempted justifications are not wanting of this 
awful punishment, which is considered to be due to 
Adam, and which has become the heritage of his pos- 
terity; justifications be it, however, remembered, 
which arenot derived from the bible, but from certain 
speculative notions about the infinite evil of sin, and 
the possible necessity of the guilty portion of the in- 
telligent creation enduring a perpetuity of torturein 
the future state to operate as a moral restraint upon 
thesaved. I cannot understand in what way sin can 
become infinite, nor can I think that the blessed Je- 
hovah needs to kindle a hell, while the fire of his all- 
consuming love glows, to enforce and perpetuate 
hereafter the obedience of his ransomed creatures. 


If we interpreted the bible rightly, in our last lec-| enumeration of the animal kingdom. 


ture, we learnt from it that Adam, after his creation, 
was put into Eden as a probationer for an undying 
existence, or immortality; and that an arrangement 
was made with him, according to which he should 
sustain a representative relation to lis posterity, by 
which the consequence, not the moral character, of his 
acts should be visited upon them as well as upon 
himself. The real consequences of the failure in 
Eden, and which are transmitted to mankind, are 
directly the loss of immortality, and indirectly of spir- 
itual integrity. The condition, character, and pros- 
pects of the race are so seriously damaged by the 
unsuccessful probation of our representative head. 
The death threatened to Adam was not a figurative, 
nor a partial, but a literal and complete death. It did 
not relate to one part only of his nature, but to his 
nature in its proper and complete unity; it contem- 
plated him as man. The curse was a condition of 
suffering, following as a consequence from his altered 
moral relation to God, to issue in the decease of the 
man, which had it been permitted to take its full 
effect, would necessarily have been the everlasting 
extinction of the human being. The spirit would re- 
turn to God whence it proceeded, not as the conscious 
man, but as a component ofthe man, and the body to 
the ground whence it was taken; the man by this 
severance would have been destroyed—his person- 
ality, himself, would have been annihilated. ‘In 
the day that thou eatest thereof, thou [thy person- 
ality, thyself,] shalt surely die.” Gen. 2: 17. 

The actual condition, then, into which the entire 
human race has been brought through the failure of 
our first parent, as our divinely constituted repre- 
sentative, in whose image or likeness We are gener- 
ated, is, according to the Mosaic narrative, an expo- 
sure to suffering, issuing in a total decease. ‘‘The 
wages of sin is death’’—a final cessation of existence. 
Man, by his descent from Adam, has inherited this 
terrible legacy, he has descended from the attainable 
elevation of an immortal existence, to the inevitable 
and dishonorable level of the beasts that perish. 

Now, if this be the true meaning of the death 
threatened to Adam—if this be the ewrse to which 
mankind, with their representative, are obnoxious, 
we should expect to find a phraseology in the scrip- 
tures agreeing with this humbling view of the race, 
in their actual condition, apart from the scheme of 
recovering mercy. And hence we hear the patriarch 
Job asking, ‘‘What is man that thoushouldst magnify 
him, and that thou shouldst set thine heart upon him? 
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Are thy days as the days of man? are thy years ad 
man’s days? Are not my days few? Cease, then, 


f'and let me alone, that I may take comfort a little ; 


before I go whence I shall not return, even to the 
land of darkness and the shadow of death; a land of 
darkness, as darkness itself; and of the shadow of 
death, without any order, and where the light is as 
darkness.” Job 7: 17; 10: 5, 20-22. Again we hear 
him exclaim, “How much less man, that is a worm? 
and the son of man, whichis a worm?” ‘Behold, he 
put no trust in his servants; and his angels he charged 
with folly; how much less in them that dwell in houses 
of clay, whose foundation is in the dust, which are 
crushed before the moth? They are destroyed from 
morning to evening; they perish forever.” Job 
4: 18-20. And similar is the language of the Psalm- 
ist, ‘“‘When I consider thy heavens, the work of thy 
fingers; the moon and the stars which thou hast or- 
dained, what is man that thou art mindful of him, 
and the son of man that thou visitest him?” Ps. 8: 3,4. 
In that exqusite composition, the 104th Psalm, 
which celebrates the wisdom, power, and goodness of 
God in creation, we meet with asomewhat particular 
And in this 
enumeration, man occupies 2 place without any other 
distinction than that of a rational being adapting 
means to ends for the purpose of daily sustenance. 
“Man goeth forth unto his work, and to his labor, 
until the evening.” The beasts of the field, the fowls 
of the air, the fishes of the sea, and man are all refer- 
red to in exemplification of the grandeur and good- 
ness of God—and of them all, not excepting man from 
the general summary, it is added, ‘‘Thou hidest thy 
face, they are troubled; thou takest away their breath, 
they die and return to their dust. Thou sendest forth 
thy Spirit [the same word as breath in the preceding 
text] they [others like them] are created, and thou 
renewest the face of the carth.” Here, man ranks 
with the inferior animals in their natural destination 
to the dust of the earth, according to the statement 
of Solomon, ‘‘ Man hath no pre-eminence above 5 
heast,” and his mortality along with theirs is brought 
into contrast with the eternity of Jehovah. ‘The glory 
of the Lord shall endure forever.’ The Psalmist, too, 
speaks as one sensible of the brevity of his own dura- 
tion, ‘‘I will sing unto the Lord as long as J live, I 
will sing praise to my God while I have my being.” 
These are specimens of the estimate in which the 
sacred writers held the actual dignity of human na- 
ture. Does it not strike you as singularly different 
from the language which is commonly employed in 
modern times, in reference to the actual excellence of 
humanity? It is far from an unusual thing to hear of 
the human spirit as being incomparably more precious 
than a universe of worlds; and that, in comparison with 
it, all material things, however gorgeous and mighty 
the assemblage, ‘‘are less than nothing and vanity.’” 
This language would not be extravagant if it had 
respect to what humanity may attain to, and may be 
instead of what it now has and is; if it spoke of its 
possible and attainable, instead of its present and actuag 
worth. In the passage just quoted, David ean find 
no terms to characterize the extreme insignificance 
of man, when compared with the glory and grandeur 
of the starry firmament, ‘What is man?” Whence 
this discrepancy between our modes of thought and. 
speech, and those of the saered writers? I confess 
that I cannot explain it, except on the supposition 
that we have erred in our estimate of what are the 
real elements of the human constitution; and that 
man, instead of attaining to the status of angelic na- 
ture, is in closer affinity with the worm. 
Such a representation is naturally repellant to our 
feelings—it is designed so to be. The actual degra- 
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dation of our nature is a part of the conscious bitter- 
mess of the curse. We feel that whatever may be 
Said, and however truthful, about our actual alliance 
with the irrational creation, it is not our proper alli- 
ance. We aspire to an equality with angels, and feel 
that immortality is more germane to our sympathies, 
and more in harmony with our instincts. But, breth- 
ren, what is the truth about our actual condition and 
prospects? Does the bible teach us that, notwith- 
standing the fall, we are the imperishable beings that 
God designed we should be? Has the fall left us 
immortal or mortal? Has it despoiled us of moral 
excellence and happiness? and has it not also kept 
back, in addition, the magnificent bestowment of im- 
mortality? The bible teaches that the fall is no less 
extensive and lamentable than this—that mankind, 
with their gifted capacities, honorable ambitions, and 
elevated instincts, are nevertheless lost, dead. The fall 
is thus terrible and complete. How bitter is the curse! 
It is not unfrequently urged, as an argument for 
the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, that the 
aspiration for unending existence is universal in the 
human bosom; and that it is the common belief of 
the race. The implantation of this instinct in the 
human constitution, it is argued, proves that the 
Creator has invested the human soul with the attri- 
bute of natural immortality. But this reasoning is 
rather specious than sound. It is beyond dispute 
that the love of life is a natural instinct in the human 
race, but that isa hasty logic which from this premise 
draws no less than two extraordinary conclusions, viz: 
the possession of man of immortality or endless life, 
and the immortality of the soul in particular! If 
the love of life is a proof that man is naturally im- 
mortal, because it is an instinct in human nature, 
then it is a proof that man, in his compound or com- 
plete totality—his body as well his soul—is immortal. 
But the argument, if it may be so dignified, claims 
only a fractional immortality—the immortality of a 
part of the human nature—that of the soul as a sep- 
-arate existence! To justify this conclusion it must be 
first proved that human instincts reside exclusively in 
the soul, as a separate principle, and are altogether 
independent on the material organization of man. 
But we demur to the conclusion that the love of 
life, which refuses to be satisfied with a limited exis- 
tence, is a veritable proof of the possession by man in 
any sense of natural immortality. If the desirefor im- 
mortality be a proof of the possession of it, then any 
and every other instinctive desire is a proof that its 
object or objects are possessed. A juster logic would 
oblige us to conclude that immortality is a good 
which the benificent Creator probably designed to 
bestow on man, and for which man has a possible 
adaptation. The desire for immortality would make 
the conscious loss of it a ewrse—and this is chiefly 
the curse which the disobedience of our first father 
brought on himself and his posterity. The love of 
life in the heart of man, proves the Gospel of Christ 
to be the great desideratum of his being, and sup- 
plies a mighty subjective motive, to those other mo- 
tives which the Gospel itself presents, to induce man- 
kind to believe and rejoice in Christ. For the gospel 
of Christ brings ‘‘life and immortality” to light. Is 
it not then, more reasonable to regard this instinc- 
tive clinging to lifeas naturally exciting, under a true 
scriptural preaching, the conscious bitterness of the 
loss of it, and that itis ‘mercifully sustained in man, 
as an auxiliary of religion; thatit may act as an im- 
pulse to induce him to seek life, and give a willing 
response to the invitations of him who said “T am 
come that ye might have life, and that ye might have 


it more abundantly?” — : 
- There is another specious method of reasoning out 


the natural immortality of the human soul from the 
contemplation of man’s artistic skill and ingenuity. 
Here also it may be observed that if the argument is 
worth anything it must demonstrate the immortality, 
not of a part of man, but of all that constitutes man. 
The mightiest agencies of nature have by human skill 
been made subservient to the wants and conveniences 
of the social state. The elements do man’s bidding 
as well as the bidding of God. Surely, it is argued, 
man, this skilful, powerful being, cannot share the 
beast’s lot! But be it remembered, that all these 
wonderful achievements are the result of the know- 
ledge, not of essences, but of laws merely ; the fruit 
not of actual creation, but only of a closer inspection 
of the phenomena of nature. Man in his self-com- 
placency calls his scientific advancements, discover- 
ies, inventions; piety would rather term them reve- 
lations, providential disclosures. Let vain man be 
humbled by the inspired interrogatory, “‘What hast 
thou that thou hast not received?” But is the pos- 
session of wisdom‘ and power to be accepted as an ar- 
gument of man’s eternal longevity! Because man has 
skill and ability, is he therefore immortal? We in 
our ignorance and imperfection would exalt the intel- 
lectual above the moral. The former has greater at- 
tractions for imperfect man than the latter. Had we 
the peopling of Paradise, we should fill it with the 
world’s heroes in literature, science, and the arts. 
The skilful are the world’s saints, and the proper can- 
didates for heaven’s ‘“‘many mansions.” This argu- 
ment, dispassionately considered apart from the im- 
posing parade of human achievements, is just this: 
Man is clever, therefore he is immortal? Here is nei- 
ther logic nor religion. The cleverness of man is 
surely no title to immortality, much less is it the 
proof of its possession. It is a silly logic, which as- 
serts human immortality from such strange premises 
as balloons and pyramids, electro-telegraphs: and 
railways. How true is it that ‘‘man looketh on the 
outward appearance, but the Lord looketh on the 
heart!” A virtuous heart, rather than a skilful head, 
were a proof of immortality. But man will search 
in vain for the evidences of his own natural immor- 
tality. Immortality is ‘‘the gift of God, through 
Jesus Christ our Lord.” Let not man therefore un- 
duly exaggerate his skill, nor seek therein an argu- 
ment for his immortality, but remember that immor- 
tality is a Gospel reward bestowed not on intellectual 
but moral considerations: as it is written, into ‘‘that 
great city, the holy Jerusalem, there shall in nowise 
enter anything that defileth, neither whatsoever 
worketh abomination or maketh a lie; but they which 
are written in the Lamb’s Book of Life.”’ 

The exposition of the fall and its effects, as previ- 
ously exhibited, is capable of being put yet further 
to the proof. Asa part, and a fundamental part, of 
a great system of revealed truth, it must accord, if it 
properly belong to that system, with every other 
part; and if it does so, obviously, and without la- 
bored and unnatural interpretations, will evince its 
claim to be so regarded. ‘*We may observe,” says a 
living writer, whose observation, though it has a 
special reference, is applicable as a general rule of 
sound exposition—‘‘we may observe that an Anter- 
pretation, besides being thus in accordance with its 
context, must be so without any very violent means 
being applied to bring it into such agreement; even 
as, generally, the interpretation must be easy, if not 
always easy to be discovered—yet, being discovered, 
easy. For itis here, as with the laws of nature; the 
proleptic mind of genius may be needful to discover 
the law; but, being discovered, it throws back light 
on itself, and commends itself unto us all. And there 
is this other point of similarity also; it is the proof 
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of the law, that it explains all the phenomena, and 
not merely some—thut, sooner or later, they all mar- 
shall themselves in order under it; so it is tolerable 


' 


evidence that we have found the right interpretation ' 


* * ifitleave none of the main circumstances un- 
explained. A false interpretation will inevitabiy br- 
tray itself, since it will invariably paralyze, aud ren- 
der nugatory, some important member of an entire 
account. If we have the right key in our hand, not 
merely some of the wards, but all will have their 
corresponding parts; and, moreover, the key will turn 
without grating or overmuch forcing; and if we have 
the right interpretation, it will scarcely need to be 
defended, and made plausible with great appliance 
of learning, to be propped up by remote allusions to 
Rabbinical or profane literature, by illustrations 
drawn from the recesses of antiquity.”—Trench, 
Notes on the Parables of our Lord, pp. 37, 38. 

If, therefore, the fall of man be as extensive as I 
have represented, the recovery will be co-extensive 
with it, and the redemption by our Lord Jesus Christ, 
which is revealed in the Scriptures, will be found to 
adapt itself to the alleged extremity in which man- 
kind are placed. 

I proceed to observe, that the redemption needed 
by man, and which Christ would therefore accom- 
plish, is redemption, not from the moral dominion of 
sin only, though,this was an important part of the 

. scheme of infinite benevolence, for Christ ‘‘gave him- 
self for us that he might redeem us from all iniquity;” 
Titus 2: 14; but also redemption from death in the 
sense of a positive decease; and union with him, as 
the secund Adam, sustaining a representative relation 
to us, would recover for us all that kad been lost by 
the first Adam. Among other losses, through the 
failure of the first Adam, was the magnificent gift of 
eternal life; and what is the gift which, through 
Christ, is restored to the believer? Our text answers 
the question, ‘‘The gift of God is eternal life through 
Jesus Christ our Lord.” 

But here a question arises which must be answered 
before we can arrive at any certain and satisfactory 
results. What is the meaning of the words life and 
death in the Bible? The question has an important 
bearing upon the argument of this discourse and if 
we do not agree in the meaning which we suppose 
these words to have, it will be impossible to consent 
in any conclusion. It should seem strange thatsuch 
@ preliminary question is needed; for what ought 
more reasonably to be conveyed by these terms than 
those ideas which, in conveutional usage, are always 
associated with them? I do not believe that this 
question would ever have been asked, but for the 
error into which the great bulk of professing Chris- 
tians have been led in reference to the native consti- 
tution of man. Believing that man is an immortal 
being, it is seen to be impossible to understand the 
terms life and death, in their application to him, in 
any other than a figurative sense. A being who be- 
lieves that he has life already by original creation, 
in the sense of an unending or immortal existence, is 
necessitated to understand the promise of life as sy- 
nonymous with the promise of happiness; and when 
death is predicated of such a being, it also must be 
understood in the metaphorical sense of misery, since 
it is presumed that this native immortality will never 
be alienated. Does not this conversion of the most 
common-place terms, from their familiar and natural 
use, to a use both unfamiliar and unnatural, appear, 
to say the least, a very singular circumstance? If the 
language in which the original Scriptures were writ- 
ten could not furnish terms to express the ideas of 
happiness and misery, then there might be some plau- 
sibility for the appropriation of these terms in this 


arbitrary sense. But the rudest language has its 
signs ‘for these ideas; and, therefore, there could have 


been no ueed, and we should think, too, no reason to 


set aside the appropriate words, and to employ others 
in a sense so difierent from their peculiar siguifica- 
tion. Thus employed, the words live and death part 
with their proper and distinctive signification; and one 
term especialiy—the term death—is empioyed in & 


sense the very opposite of its original and conven- ~ 


tional meaning; deuth, according to the popular 
theory, is made to signify a life of misery! . 

Now, there are grave objections aguinst this figu- 
rative use of the words life aud death. In the first 
place we have seen they have a very arbitrary and un- 
natural meaning forced upon them. And in the second 
place, the conversion of these words from their proper 
to a very violent and arbitrary meaning, bas no au- 
thority from nor is it demanded by the written Word. 

The Bible, professing to be the teacher of mankind 
in religion, the most interesting and important of 
subjects, would, of course, not construct a terminol- 
ogy of its own; but make use of the language which 
the people understuod, and employ the terms of such 
language in their current and conventional meaning; 
and whenever it was necessary to employ a word dif- 
ferent from its customary usage, either the context 
would make this apparent, or there would be sume 
cautionary observation to prevent the possibility of 
mistake. All language is, more or less, figurative; 
and of all imaginations, the oriental is the most ima- 
ginative; and, therefore, it was to be expected, that 
words would not invariably be used in their strict 
primary signification ; but whenever it should bene- 
cessary to employ a word in an unusual sense, there 
would be ample evidence of its new appropriation. 
Should there be any danger of misunderstanding the 
sense in which a word is used, especially if upon that 
word depended important doctrine, then we might 
expect such a cautionary notice of its new meaning, 
as is furnished, for example, in the book of Revela- 
tion, ch. 2: 8, where Jerusalem is called ‘‘Sodom and 
Egypt,” and we are carefully informed that it it so 
called ‘‘spirituully.”  |See also another example in 
John 7: 88-39.] But the words in question have no 
such admonitory notice, which is the more surprising 
since such a usage of them, as the scriptures are al- 
leged to furnish, is contrary to all custom; and being 
employed to teach very vital doctrines, such an ad- 
monition is the more necessary, and to be expected. 
The fact that the Bible has no inspired glossary or 
explanation of terms, renders it the more imperative 
that all its words should be employed according to 
established usage; and is in itself a tacit proof that 
such zs the sense in which every word is used. I con- 
clude, therefore, that the words lifeand death, as used 
in the bible, are to be understood in the same sense 
they obtain in ordinary language—that is, except 
when obvious reasons demand a figurative meaning 
for them—in their plain, literal, conventional signifi- 
cation—nov respectively happiness and misery, but 
existence and non-existence. 

A passage occurs in Paul’s Epistle to the Romans 
of considerable importance in the controversy touch- 
ing the meaning of the term Jie, when used to express 
the reward of the righteous. “For to be carnally- 
minded is death, but to be spiritually-minded is Life 
and peace.” Rom. 8: 6. Here the term “peace,” 
equivalent to the term happiness, is employed by the 
Apostle in addition to the term life lf life meang 
happiuess, then Paul is guilty of an unmeaning tau- 
tology—for the element of peace is inseparable from 
the idea of happiness, and would on this supposition 
be comprehended or expressed by the term lie. The 
occurrence of the two words life and peace in this text 
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is demonstrative of the literal usage of the former | 
term. And therefore if life is to be understood in a 
literal sense, its opposite, death, must be understood 
in a literal sense also. | 

The view which we derived from the. Bible of the 
condition of fallen man, as having lost the privilege 
of unending life, makes it the more obvious that the 
term dife is needed in its primary and literal sense. 
The loss which Adam has entailed upon mankind, is 
she loss of life, therefore the promise of life, not in the 
figurative sense of happiness, but in its own literal 
meaning of existence, is what is needed as the blessing 
conveyed by the gospel scheme. We cannot under- 
stand in what sense the Gospel of Christ can be con- 
sidered a scheme for restoring to man what he lost 
in the fall, if it omit to mention among its chartered 
blessings, the offer to man of life or immortality. But 
this it does; ‘for the gift of God is eternal life through 
Jesus Christ our Lord.’ 

According to the historic account in the book of 
Genesis, Adam, as the representative head of the 
race, failed to secure this distinguished boon, and the 
proof of it is furnished in the assigned reason for his 
expulsion from Hden—‘‘And now, lest he put forth 
his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and 
live forever; therefore the Lord God sent him forth 

‘from the garden. * * So he drove out the man; 
and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden che- 
rubims, and a flaming sword which turned every way 
to keep the way of the tree of life.” Gen. 3: 22-24. He 
is, with studied emphasis, condemned to an absolute 
decease, by the dissolution of his compounded nature 
as man—his ‘‘breath of life’ being resumed by his 
Maker, and his body left to decompose into its origi- 
nal dust. His mortality is characterised in terms the 
most definite and unmistakeable—‘‘dust thou art, and 
unto dust shalt thou return;” it is zo¢ his body that 
is thus characterised, but himself; the conscious man 
is not associated with the higher element of his com- 
pound nature, but with the visible material form— 
“dust thow art, and unto dust thow shalt return.” 

Accept these words, then, in their proper signifi- 
cancy; divest your mind of the philosophic conceit 
that the nature of man, either before or after the 
fall, is essentially immortal, and you remove a veil 
which greatly obscures. the whole system of revealed 
religion. Let it be clearly perceived by you that 
mankind, by virtue of the representative headship of 
their first progenitor, have lost the magnificent inhe- 
ritance of immortality, and you will see how appro- 
priate to our fallen and degraded condition is the 
language of the Gospel, which assures us that Christ 
‘has abolished death, and has brought life and «m- 
mortality to light.” 2 Tim. 1: 10. beets 

The popular view of the theory of redemption is 
briefly as follows: Man, it is asserted, was at his 
creation endowed with immortality, and that this 
attribute is as proper to, his nature as his reason, or 
his moral sense; that through the failure of his rep- 
resentative he is despoiled, not of his immortality, 
but of his original spiritual excellence; and, being 
deprived of the favor of God, is exposed to an immor- 
tality of misery; that the redemption of Christ, so far 
as regards man, reseues him from his merited desti- 
nation to the unending torments of hell; and, by laying 
the foundation, and effecting the superstructure of 

_ his spiritual character, fits him for “the inheritance 
of the saints in light.” Now, I contend, that this 
theory is but a partial statement of the Bible theory 
of human redemption; that, taken as a whole, itis a 
very erroneous statement, without the proof of a sin- 
gle passage. or any assemblage of passages of Scrip- 
ture; that it does to the system of Christian truth 
what he would do to the solar system who should 
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think that it was more complete and attractive with- 
out its centralsun. If any fact of Scripture revela- 
tion is more prominent than another, it is this, that 
the human race is, through Adam, doomed to a literal 
and complete decease; and that our Lord Jesus Christ 
came into the world to save the race from ‘/is death. 
‘God so loved the world, that he gave his only begot- 
ten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not 
perish, but have everlasting life.” Recal to mind the 
phraseology in which the New Testament describes a 
chief benefit of Christ’s mediation, and you will find 
that its distinguishing and emphatic language is life 
and eternal life. 

Let it be distinctly understood that this lecture is 
confined exclusively to the consideration of one, and 
only one purpose of the Mediator’s mission. That 
mission of divine beneficence contemplated other 
great objects than the redemption of the race, which 
more especially denotes the recovery ot mankind from 
death. The mission of Christ contemplated import- 
ant moral ends also, and the Mediator had much to 
accomplish hefore he could say, ‘I have finished the 
work which thou gavest me todo.” Jesus Christ is 
“made unto us wisdom and righteousness (or justifi- 
cation,) sanctification and redemption.” Mankind 
had lost the image of God in themselves, and the 
conceptions of Him by the Jew, as well as by the 
Gentile, were erroneous and groveiling. Christ came 
therefore, to manifest the unseen and unknown Jehbo- 
vah, ‘‘He that hath seen me hath seen the Father.” 
“Henceforth ye know Him and have seen Him.” Thus 
Christ is ‘made unto us wisdom.” 

The consciousness of guilt disposed our race to 
blot out the memory of God’s existence, for mankind 
dreaded, and sought by forgetfulness to flee from, His 
presence. Christ came, therefore, to preach forgive- 
ness of our sins—to assure the self-condemned race 
that ‘‘there is forgiveness with God,” and to conci- 
liate their alienated hearts by declaring that God 
does not impute sin where there is repentance and 
faith. ‘God was in Christ reconciling the world to 
Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them.” 
Hence, Christ is ‘‘made unto us justification.” The 
moral condition of mankind was another gulf of sepa- 
ration between them and their Maker. As sinful 
beings the holy Jehovah could not have fellowship 
with them, and as such, they had no desire for fellow- 
ship with God. Christ, therefore, came to reform the 
moral character of mankind—he came to ‘‘take away 
their sins’ by purifying ‘‘unto himself a peculiar 
people zealous of good works.” Hence Christ ig 
‘made unto us sanctification.” Besides these great 
purposes of the Medigtpr’s mission, there was yet 
another purpose to b@*accomplished, without which 
all the foregoing benefits of the Mediatorship would 
have been but imperfect and temporary. The race 
of man is mortal. ‘‘Death has passed upon all men, 
for that all have sinned.” Christ came, therefore, 
that he might ‘‘abolish death, and bring life and im- 
mortality to light.” ‘In this was manifested the love 
of God toward us, because that God sent his only be- 
gotten Son into the world that we might live through 
him.” 1John 4: 9. Hence Christ is ‘‘made unto us 
redemption.” : 

Now, this grand purpose of the mission of Jesus 
Christ, to bestow a future and endless life on all ‘to 
whom his manifold mission has been personally effi- 
cacious, necessarily supposes that the human race are 
mortal, in such a sense as that death has complete 
dominion over them, and that the state of death is an 
absolute non-existence of the conscious life of the 
human being. ‘What man is he that liveth, and shall 
not see death? shall he deliver his sow/ from thehand 
of the grave?” Ps. 89: 48. “The wages of sin ig . 
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death, but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus | Jesus Christ, I reply, because Christ is the medium 


Christ our Lord.” 

It remains for me to prove that the view I have 
given of the Christian redemption is the obvious in- 
struction of the Christian scriptures; and this I pro- 
ceed to do by showing, first, what is the testimony of 
the New Testament writers concerning Christ as the 
medium of everlasting life to man; and then, by col- 
lecting concurrent evidence furnished in the personal 
teaching and history of our Lord himself. The amount 
of evidence furnished by the New Testament is very 
large; and, therefore, instead of gathering it toge- 
ther in one vast mass, I will distribute it in corrobo- 
ration of the three following propositions respectively: 
1. Immortality is not in any sense possessed by man 
as anutive element in his constitution, but is be- 
stowed asa gift by God through his Son Jesus Christ. 
2. The bestowment of this gift is at. the time of the 
resurrection from the dead, at the second coming of 
Christ. 8. Its bestowment is upon the faithful in 
Christ only. 

The following is the apostolic testimony to the 
truth of our first proposition—that, 

1. Immortality, or endless life, is not a natural 
property of the human constitution, butis the gift of 
God bestowed through Jesus Christ. 


“Tn him was life, and the life was the light of men.” John 1:4. 
“Yekilled the Prince of life.’ Acts 3:15. ‘To those who seek 
for glory, honor, immortality, eternal life.’ Rom. 2:7. ‘fEven 
60 might grace reign to eternal life by Jesus Christ.” Rom. 5: 
21. “The gift of God is eternal life through our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” Kom. 6:28. ‘Oman of God, lay hold on eternal life.” 
1Tim, 6:12. “Inhope of eternal life which God promised before 
the world began.” ‘Tit. 1:2. “Made heirs according to the hope 
of eternal life.’ Titus 3:7. ‘Our hands have handled of the 
word of life. For the life was manifested, and we have seen it 
and bear witness, and show unto you that eternal life which was 
with the Father, and was manifested unto us.” 1 John 1: 1-2. 
“This is the promise that he hath promised us, even eternal life.” 
1 John 2; 25. “This is the record, that God hath given to us, eter- 
nal life, and this lifeis in hisSon.” 1John5:11. “These things 
have I written unto you that believe on the name of the Son of 
God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life; and that ye may 
believe on the name of the Son of God.” 1 John 5:18. “We are 
in him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the 
true God, and eternal life.” 1John 5:20. “Beloved, keep your 
selves in the love of God, looking for the mercy of our Lord Jesus 
Christ unto eternal life.” Jude 21. “1fwe be dead with Christ, 
we believe that we shall also live with him. Knowing that Christ 
being raised from the dead dieth no more, death hath no more do- 
minion over him. For in that he died, he died unto sin once; 
but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God. Likewise reckon ye 
yourselves also to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unte God 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.” Rom, 6: 8-11. ‘We shall live 
with him by the power of God.” 2 Cor.13: 4. “Our Lord Jesus 
Christ who died for us, that whether we wake orsleep, we should 
live together with him.” 1 Thess. 5:10. “Shall reign in life by 
one, Jesus Christ.” Rom. 5:17. ‘The free gift came upon all 
men unto justification of life.” Rom. 5:18. ‘The law of the Spirit 
of lifein Christ Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and 
death.” Rom. 8:2. “That mortality might be swallowed up of 
life.” 2 Cor. 5:4. “Your life is yin Christ in God. When 
Christ who is our life shall appear, Tien shall ye also appear with 
him in glory.” Col. 38: 3-4. “Paul an apostle, according to the 
promise of life which isin Christ Jesus.” 2Tim.1:1. “Our Sa- 
viour Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death, and brought life 
andimmortality to light through the gospel.” 2 Tim.1: 10. 
“There ariseth another priest (Christ) whois made after the power 
of an endless life.” Heb.7: 16. “Being heirs together of the grace 
of life.” 1 Pet. 3:7. “Iam Alphaand Omega, the beginning and 
theend. I will give tohim thatis athirst of the fountain of the 
water of life freely.” Rev. 21:6. ‘“'Lhat in me first Jesus Christ 
might show forth alllong-suffering, for a pattern to them which 
should hereafter believe on him to life everlasting.” 1 Tim. 1: 
16. “These are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the 
Christ, the Son of God, and that believing, ye might have life 
through his name.” John 20: 31. 

The foregoing array of passages taken only from 
the apostolic writings of the New Testament are am- 
ply sufficient toindicate the apostolic doctrine on this 
point. No considerate person can question the pro- 
position which they have been collected to establish, 
viz: that mankind are in no sense immortal beings, 
but that immortality is a blessing of the gospel, a 
gift of God, bestowed through our Lord Jesus Christ. 


If it be asked, how is immortality bestowed through 


‘of all God’s blessings to mankind—he is the one me- 


dium or Mediator between God aud man. . The reve- 
lation of God, and the eemmunication of all his ben- 
efits is by means of an intervening party or Media- 
tor, through whom alone we know God, and are made 
partakers of his grace. We obtain immortality 
through Christ, because he is exalted to be the Prince 
or Author of life; even as we obtain repentance and 
remission of sins through Christ, because ‘he is ex- 
alted to give repentance and remission of sins.” The 
sacred Scriptures reveal the fact that the manifes- 
tation of God is mediatorial, and as Christ is that 
exalted personage who fulfils the office of the Media- 
tor, every communication of God, in the way of know- 
ledge, promise, and gift, is necessarily through our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 

We now proceed to the second proposition. 

2. That immortality, or everlasting existence, is 
introduced by and dependant upon the resurrectlon 
from the dead at the second coming of Jesus Christ, 


“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, nho 
according to his abundant mercy hath begotten us again unto a 
lively (living) hope by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the 
dead, to an inheritance incorruptible and undefiled, and that 
fadeth not away, reserved in heaven for you; whoare kept by the 
power of God through faith unto salvation (which is) ready to be 
revealed inthe last time. * * At the appearing of Jesus Christ. 
Wherefore gird up the loins of your mind, be sober. and hope to 
the end, for the grace that is tc be brought unto you at the rene- 
lation of Jesus Christ.” _1 Pet. 1: 3-5, 7-13. “Jude, to them that 
are sanctified by God the Father, and preserved in Jesus Christ.” 
Judel. “I am now ready to be offered, and the time of my de- 
parture is at hand. Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown 
of righteousness, (which is called also the ‘incorruptible crown, 1 
Cor. 9: 25; ‘the crown of glory that fadeth not away.’ 1 Pct. 5: 4, 
and also ‘the crown of life.’ Rey. 2: 10.) Henceforth. then, says 
Paul, there is laid up for me the crown of immortality, which the 
Lord, the righteous Judge, shall give me at that day. and not te 
me only, but unto all them also thatlove his appearing. 2 Tim. 
4: 6-8. “I know in whom I have believed, and am persuaded 
that he is able to keep that which I have committed unto him 
against that day.” (the day of his appearing.) [This will explain 
what the dying Stephen meant when he said, “Lord Jesus, receive 
my spirit;” be thou the guardian of my life, and let it, in com- 
mon with the life of all thy saints, be “hid with” thee in God, 
for thou art “our life:” and wher hesaid this, he, the personality 
Stephen, “fell asleep.” ]2 Tim. 1:12. “When Christ, whois our life 
shall appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory.” Col. 3: 
4..*-We groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, 
the redemytion ofthe body.” Rom. 8: 23. “That ] may know him 
and the power of his resurrection. * * If1 may butattain un- 
to the resurrection ofthe dead.” Phil. 3: 10-11. 

aul consoled the Thessalonian believers coneern- 
ing their dead friends who had died in the faith, by 
assuring them that they should rise from the dead, 
when Christ came again. 1 Thess. 4: 13-18. 


“Tf there be no resurrection ofthe dead * * * then is our 
preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.” 1 Cor. 15: 13-14, 
“If there be no resurrection of the dead * * then they which 
have fallen aslecp in Christ are perished.” 1Cor. 15:18. “If the 
dead rise not at all, why stand we in jeopardy every hour?” 1 
Cor. 15:30. ‘Else what shall they do who are baptised for the 
dead if the dead rise not at all? whyare they then baptised for the 
dead?” 1 Cor. 15: 29. “Ifafter the manner of men } have fought 
with beasts at Ephesus, what advantageth it me. ifthe dead rise 
not? Let useat and drink, for to-morrow we die.” 1 Cor. 15: 
32. ‘This eorruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal 
must put on immortality.” Which is, when we are raisedin-our 
spiritual bodiesat the time of resurrection. 1 Cor. 15: 50. 

The fact that there is no future life but by means 
of a resurrection from the dead, and that the resur- 
rection depends upon the second personal advent of 
Christ, will explain why the apostles were preachers 
of the resurrection from the dead—why they groaned 
for and earnestly desired the resurrection of the dead; 
why they preached so much about the second coming 
of Christ; exhorted and persuaded their converts by 
the prospect of that event, and anticipated with so 
much enthusiasm the speediness of its approach. If 

ae i 
Christ do not come again as the ‘Resurrection and 
the Life, to raise the dead—then is our faith yain— 
Christian preaching is vain—they who have fallen 


asleep in Christ are perished. Can language more 
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clearly express the truth, that if there be no resur- 
rection, there is no future life? 1 remark thirdly— 
3. 


_ peculiar privilege of the regenerate; that is. in other 
| words, that none but believers in Christ are immortal. 


“Seeing ye put it from you, and judge yourselves unworthy 
of everlasting life, lo, we turn to the Gentiles.” Acts 13: 46. 


_ “Now being made free from sin, and become servants to God, ye 
fave your fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life. For 


the waves of sin is death.” Rom. 6: 22-23. “He that soweth to 
the fiesh shall of the flesh reap corruption, but he that soweth to 
tie Spirit, shall of the Spirit reap life everlasting.” Gal. 6: 8. 


“Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer, and ye know that 


’ 


walk in the vanity of their mind. * 
the life of God.” 


«life and peace.” 


no murderer hath eternal life abiding in him.” 1 Jehn 8: 15, 
“fo be carnally-minded is death, but to be spiritually-minded is 
Rom. 8: 6. “The Spirit is life because of right- 
Rom.8:10. “Henceforth walk not as other Gentiles 
* being alienated from 
Eph. 4: 18. “Godliness is profitable unto all 
things, having the promise of the life that now is, and of that 
which is to come.” 1 'Tim.4: 8. ‘He shall receive the crown of 
life, which the Lord hath promised to them that love him.” Jas. 
1:12. “He that hath the Son hath life, and he that hath not the 
Son of God, hath not life’ 1 John 5:12. “Blessed are they that 
do his commandments, that they may have right to the tree of 
life.” Rey. 22:14. “If yelive after the fiesh ye shall die: but if 

ethrough the Spirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall 
ive.” Kom.8:13. “Yield yourselves unto God as those who are 
alive from the dead.” Kom. 6:13. “Thereis thereforé no con- 
demnation to them who are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after 
the fiesh, but after the spirit. For the law of the spirit of life in 


eousness.”” 


Christ Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and death.” 
Rom. 8:1-2. “¥or if by one man’s offence death reigned by one, 
_ much more they which receive abundance of grace, and of the 
| gift of righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ.” 


ther abideth in death.” 


Rom. 5:17. “Weknow that we have passed from death unto 
life, because we love the brethren. He that loveth not his bro- 
I John 3: 14. “He that believeth on the 


- Son hath everlasting life, and he that believeth not the Son shall 


not see-life, but the wrath of God abideth on him.” 


John 3: 36. 
In accordance with this representation of the ex- 
clusive privilege of immortality belonging to believers 


in Christ, is the scripture revelation concerning the 


two resurrections. ‘The first resurrection,” as it is 
called, is distinguished as the ‘resurrection unto life,’ 
and is exclusively ‘the resurrection of the just.’ The 
second resurrection is denominated ‘the resurrection 
unto damnation’—and is described as ‘the second 
death’—and this is the awful portion of unbelievers. 
‘Blessed and holy is he that hath part in the first resur- 
rection, on such the second death hath no power.’ Rev. 
20: 6. 

In the foregoing citations is exhibited the testimony 
of the New Testament writers to the fact that immor- 
tality, or endless life, is a blessing peculiar to the 
Gospel, and that Jesus Christ, as the Mediator, is the 
dispenser of this distinguished boon. We have also 
seen that the gift of everlasting life is bestowed at 
the time of the resurrection, when Christ comes the 
second time for salvation—and that he bestows it 
only upon those whose faith in himself had justified 
and sanctified them, and made them ‘‘meet for the 
inheritance of the saints in light.” It now remains 
to examine the personal mission of Christ, as recorded 
in the histories of the Evangelists, that we may see 
whether our Lord’s testimony accords with that of his 
apostles; whether he represented it as one chief pur- 
pose of his mediatorial mission, to announce the gift 
of life at the time of resurrection, and himself as the 
medium of its communication. 

«As the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself, and hath given him authority to exe- 
cute judgment also, because he is the Son of man, Marvel not 
at this. for the hour is coming, in the which all that are in the 
graves shall hear his voice and shall come forth, they that have 
done good unto the resurrection of life, and they that have done 
evil unto the resurrection of damnation.” John 5: 25-29. ‘And 
every one that hath forsaken houses, or brethren, or sisters, or 
father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands, for my name’s 
sake, shall receive a hundred fold, and shall inherit everlasting 
life” Matt. 19: 29; Mark 10: 30; Luke 18 29-30. ‘The water 
that I shall give him shall be in him a, well of water, springing 
up into’ everlasting life.” John 4:14. ‘He that heareth my 
word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, 
and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed from death 
unto life.’ John 5: 24. 


That immortality, or endless existence, is the! 


“These shall go away into everlasting! 


punishment, (the second death.) but the righteous inte Jife eter 
pal.” Matt. 25:46. “He that reapeth receiveth wages. and ga- 
thereth fruit unto life eternal.” (Christ’s allusion to the multi- 
tudes of Samaritans coming out to meet him.) Jobn 4: 36, 
“Search the Scriptures. for in them ye think ye have eternal life, 
and they are they which testify of me.” John 5:39. “Ye will 
not come to me. that ye might have life”. John 5; 40. “IT am 
come that they might have life, and that they might have it more 
abundantly.” John 10; 10. ‘Labor not for the meat which per- 
isheth, but for that meat which endureth unto everlasting life, 
which the Son of man shall give unto you, for him bath God the 
Father sealed.” John 6: 27. “The bread of God is he which 
cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto the world.” 
John 6: 33. “This is the Father's will which hath sent me, that 
of all which he hath given me I should lose nothing. but should 
raise it up again at the last day.” (Here our Lord tamzht the fu- 
ture life through resurrection.) John 6:39. ‘And this is the 
will of Him that sent me, that every one which secth the Son, 
and believeth on him, may have everlasting life, and I will raise 
him up at the last day.” John 6: 40-44. “Verily, verily, I say 
unto you, he that believeth on me hath everlasting life.” John 
6:47. “Tam that bread of life.’ John 6:48. ‘Your fathers did 
eat manna in the wilderness and are dead. This is the bread 
which cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof 
and not die.’ John 6;49-50. “Iam the living bread which came 
down from heaven; ifany man eat of this bread he shall live for- 
ever: and the bread that I shall give is my flesh, which I will 
give for the life of the world.” John 6: 51. ‘Verily, verily, I say 
unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
his hlood, ye have no life in you.” John 6: 53. ‘“Whoso eateth 
my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternal life, and I will 
raise him up at the Jastday.” John 6:54. “As the living Father 
hath sent me, andI live by the Father, so he that eateth me, 
even he shall live by me.” John 6: 57. (The peculiarity of the 
phraseology in this and other verses of this chapter, arises from 
the carrying out of the figure of “bread,” to which our Lord com- 
pared himself, and hence naturally spoke of eating himself, as the 
“bread of life,” to convey the idea that life or immortality was 
derived exclusively from him.) “Thisis that bread which came 
down from heaven: not as your fathers did eat manna, and are 
dead: he that eateth of this bread shall live forever.” John 6: 58. 
“Verily, verily, I say unto you, if aman keep my saying, he 
shall never see death.” John 8:51. (i.e. death absolute; the 
death that is to be followed by resurrection our Lord called 
“sleep;” that is properly death, from which there isno waking or 
resurrection, which will be the character of the ‘second death.) 
‘I am the lizht of the world, he that followeth me shall not walk 
in darkness, but shall have the light of life’ John 8:12. “I 
am the resurreetion and the life, he that believeth in me, though 
he were dgad. (though he die,) yet shall he live, (i.e. again.) And 
whosoever liveth and believeth in me, shall neverdie.” (Liter- 
ally “shall not die forever.”) John 9: 25-26. “Jesus saith, lam 
the way, the truth, and the life—no man cometh unto the Fa- 
ther but by me.” John 14:6. “Because I live, ye shall live 
also.” John 14:19. ‘I give unto my sheep eternal life, and 
they shall never perish.” John 10:28. ‘He that hateth his life 
in this world, shall keepit unto life eternal.” John 12: 25. “As 
thou hast given’ him power over all flesh, that he should give 
eternal life toas many as thou hast given him. And this is life 
eternal that they might know thee, the only true God. and Jesus 
Christ whom thou hast sent.” John 17: 2-3, “The Father which 
sentme, He gave me a commandment what I should say, and 
what I should speak. And J know that His commandment is 
life’? John 12: 49-50. “To him that overccmeth will 1 give to 
eat of the tree of life, whichis in the midst of the paradise of 
God.” Rev. 2:9. ‘Be thou faithful untodeath, and I will give 
thee acrown of life.” Rev. 2: 10. 


These passages, all of which are selected from the 
recorded discourses of our Lord, place it beyond all 
reasonable doubt, that a chief purpose of Christ’s 
mission was to proclaim the offer of immortality, or 
endless life, by means of resurrection from the dead; 
and through himself as the life of men. 

The miracles of our Lord, wrought as they were in 
his own name, and because he had “‘lifein himself,” 
may be regarded as illustrating his high prerogative, 
as ‘the Prince of life.’ The three recorded miracles 
of raising the dead exhibit a gradation in the condi- 
tion of the deceased which it is interesting to notice, ~ 
and which demonstrates the complete dominion of 
Christ over hades, the state or place of the dead, of 
which he is represented as holding thekeys. 1 Rey. 
1: 18. 

The first miracle of raising the dead was on the 
youthful daughter of Jairus, who had died since her 
father had gone to supplicate the aid of Christ. She 
had but just expired when Christ entered the house, 
and re-animated her by his life-giving voice. 

The second miracle of this nature, which exhibits 
a stage in advance of the former, was on the son ofa 
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widow who was being borne on the funeral bier to his | veloped the earth in a simultaneous darkness, and but 


tomb. 

The third and yet farther advanced state of de- 
cease, was in the person of one who had lain in the 
tomb four days, upon whom corruption had begun its 
work; but, at the bidding of the Life-giver, corrup- 
tion was checked and repaired, and the dead Lazarus 
came forth. 

The personal resurrection of Christ, is the most 
wonderful illustration of the fact so emphatically 
asserted by him, that ‘‘the Son hath life in himself.” 
In our Lord’s appearance to John in Patmos, he thus 
significantly reports himself, ‘‘L am he that liveth, 
and was dead, and behold I am alive for evermore.” 
To this event he always referred as the pre-eminent 
sign which he would give to the sign-seeking Jews, 
that he was their Messiah. ‘Destroy (ye) this tem- 
ple, and in three days I will raise it up.” He spake 
of the temple of his body. ‘No man taketh my life 
from me, I have power to lay it down, and I have 
power to take itagain.”” And it is deserving special 
consideration, that in the Apostolic age, there was 
erected a grand monument of this stupendous event 
in our Lord’s history, in the institution of the Chris- 
tian Lord’s day. The seventh day, Sabbath, the most 
ancient of all institutions, whose antiquity was coeval 
with the completion of the terrestrial creation, yield- 
ed up its sacred claim of weekly celebration, to the 
first day of the week, for the distinguished reason, 
that on that day Jesus Christ arose from the dead, as 
the Head of a new and imperishable Creation. The 
doctrine of our Lord’s resurrection occupies a very 
observable prominence in the Christian system, as 
revealed in the New Testament, which contrasts re- 
markably with the subordinate position which it is 
made to occupy in the modern Christian instruction. 
Many modern expositors, indeed nearly all, consider 
this fact rather in the light of a dependant, circum- 
stance than the grand circumstance itself. The re- 
surrection of Christ is commonly referred to as if its 
chief use were to prove the divine authority of his 
Messiaship, whereas the Apostles suspend upon it the 
salvation of mankind. 

Paul thus reasons: *‘Now is Christ risen from the 
dead, and become the first fruits of them that slept. 
And if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; yeare 
yet in your sins. Then they also which have fallen 
asleep in Christ are perished.” 1 Cor. 15: 20, 17-18. 

There is a very significant circumstance connected 
with the personal history of Christ, which demands 
our attention. Among the supernatural events which 
occurred on the occasion of the crucifixion and resur- 
rection of our Lord, we are informed ‘the rocks rent, 
and the graves were opened, and many bodies of the 
saints which slept arose, and came out of the graves, 
after his resurrection, and went iuto the holy city, 
and appeared unto many.” Matt. 27: 51-58. It is 
universally agreed, that the several prodigies on these 
memorable occasions were emblematical and signifi- 
cant of some of the primary truths of the Christian 
system. The mysterious noon: day darkness, the rend- 
ing of the temple-veil, and the opened graves, an- 
nounce important truths in connection with the mis- 
sion of Christ. The specialty which marks the nar- 
rative of this latter event is most suggestive. The 
death of Christ shook in emblem the whole empire of 
death, when rocky sepulchres were rent asunder, and 
the dark chambers of the dead laid bare their moul- 
dering contents. Still, however, the tenants of the 
grave slumbered on, unconscious of this prelude to 
the mighty revolution, which was yet to be affected 
in the dominions of death. The death of Christ had 
thus given a symbolic promise big with asserance to 
the captive dead, but nothing more. That event en- 


| proudest moment of Death’s dominion. 


for the ‘‘earthquake” of promise would have sug- 
gested the failure of the Mediator’s enterprise, and 
the destruction of the world’s resurrection hope. The 
three days’ duration of the death of Christ was the 
It was ‘‘the 
hour of darkness.” That supernatural gloom that 
spread over Jerusalem at the moment Christ bowed 
his head in death, fitly shadowed forth the melan- 
choly wreck of human hope, if it were ‘‘possible that 
he should be holden of death.”” The death of Christ 
therefore was but promissory with regard to the ac- 
complishment of victory over death. It remained 
for the resurrection of Christ to complete this might- 
iest conquest Hence when Christ had burst the 
bands of death, these dead tenants of the opened se- 
pulchres revive too, and come out of their graves, 
enter the city of Jerusalem, and appear to many that 
probably knew and recognized them. Now why, I 
ask, was this preternatural event permitted at this 
special time, if it were not to furnish an actual rep- 
resentation of this one great purpose of the Media- 
tor’s mission, ‘‘that the world might live through 
him.” Why are we told that it was not until ‘after 
his resurrection” that these dead ones ‘‘arose, and 
came out of their graves,” but that we should be re- 
minded of the fact that life or immortality, by means 
of resurrection from the dead, is through Christ who 
is ‘the first-begotten from the dead.” And why, I 
would further ask, are we expressly informed of the 
fact that only ‘‘the saints which slept arose,” but that 
we should have an extraordinary illustration in fact, 
of what our Lord and his disciples so frequently 
affirmed, that only saints or holy persons, should 
have everlasting life. ‘‘He that hath the Son, hath 
life, and he that hath not the Son of God, hath not 
life.” ‘This is the will of him that sent me, that 
every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, 
may have everlasting life ; and I will raise him up at 
the last day.” ‘Lam the resurrection and the life.” 
The conquest of death by our Lord is celebrated 
in the Scripture in language which must be acknow- 
ledged to be extravagant, and beyond the greatness 
of the theme, if the death of the body is all the literal 
death, which, through Adam, is entailed upon the 
race—the body which, according to the popular theory 
is a mere appendage to the man, and not the man 
himself. Paul, in his rapturous contemplation of the 
victory of Christ, thus exclaims, ‘‘death is swallowed 
up in victory! © death where is thy sting? O grave 
where is thy victory?” This pean of the Apostle is 
over the so-called tabernacle, the dispensable tene- 
ment, and as we are sometimes assured, the gross 
prison-house, of the man! Did the contemplation of 
Christ’s victory in behalf of mankind suggest no 
vaster theme for the evokement of his pious trans- 
port than this? Why does he triumph over the grave, 
and uot over gehenna, the burning hell of the con- 
demned? Surely the liberation of the self-conscious 
spirit from the alleged doom of unending torment 
supplies a worthier occasion for triumphant ecstasy, 
than the mere deliverance of the unconscious body 
from the corruption of the grave! If Paul did not 
think so, the modern church does. Hear her voice. 
in her accredited psalmody: ; 
“Plunged in a gulf of dark despair, 
We wretched sinners lay ; 


Without one cheering beam ofhope, 
Or spark of glimmering day. 


With pitying eyes the Prince of grace 
Beheld our helpless grief; 

He saw, and, 0 amazing love! 
He ran to our relief. 


These are the wounds for you I bore, 
The tokens of my pains, 


When I came down to free your souls 
From misery and chains. | 


He spoiled the powers of darkness thus, 
And broke our iron chains; 

Jesus hath freed our captive souls 
From everlasting pains. 

He raised me from the deeps of sin, 
The gates of gaping hell ; 

And fixed my standing more secure 
Than ’twas before I fell. 


Oh, for this love, Jet rocks and hills 
Their lasting silence break, 

And all harmonious human tongues 
The Saviour’s praises speak.” 


Here is an obvious difference between apostolic 
nd post-apostolic views of the benefits of redemp- 
ion. Paul rejoices in “the redemption of the body” 
from corruption. The modern church rejoices in the 


redemption of ‘captive souls from everlasting pains." 
The apostle is absorbed, in the contemplation of 


hrist’s victory over death and the grave. The 
hurch views this victory as over the burnings of 
‘gaping fell.’ The contrast is no more obvious than 

markable, and is altogether inexplicable on the sup- 
position that Paul believed and taught the doctrine 
of the soul’s separate state of existence, and immor- 
tality. It is not over hell, the place of endless tor- 
ment, but over the power of death, and its prison- 
house, the grave, that the apostle erects himself in 
holy triumph! Look with Paul into the grave, and 
see therein the sepulchre of the conscious humanity, 
and you will participate in his grateful enthusiasm, 
as you contemplate the conquering Immanuel, lead- 
ing captivity captive. 

It has been observed that the doctrine of our Lord’s 
resurrection ocenpied a position of prominence in the 


* teaching of the apostles, which it certainly does not 
) obtain in the popular theology of the day. No one 


was even suitable for the apostolate, however emi- 
nent might,be his piety and gifts, if he could not bear 
personal testimony to the truth of Christ’s resurrec- 
tion: it was expressly provided that an apostle should 
be able to say that he had seen the Lord Jesus after 
his resurrection. Acts 1: 21-22. Paul speaks of 
himself as ‘one born out of due time’ in reference to 
his call to the apostleship after Christ’s ascension, yet 
he could vindicate his title as an apostle of Christ. 
“Am I not an apostle?” he asks his Corinthian 


/ converts, “have I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord?” 


See also 1 Cor. 15: 5-8, Peter thus argues in his 
firstsermon to the Jews on the day of Pentecost: 


_ David ‘‘being a prophet, and knowing that God had 


sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his 


| loins according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ 
| to sit on his throne—he seeing this before, spake of 
| the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left 


' in hades, neither his flesh did see corruption. 


This 
Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are wit- 
nesses.”” Acts 2: 29-32. In the following passage 
we learn what was the grand theme of the apostles’ 
preaching: ‘As they spake unto the people, the 
priests, and the captain of the temple, and the Sad- 
ducees came upon them, being grieved that they 
taught the people, and preached through Jesus the 
resurrection from the dead. And with great power 
gave the apostles witness of the resurrection of the 
Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them all.” 
Acts 4; 1-2, 83. When the philosophers at Athens 
wanted to be informed concerning the Christian doc- 
trine, Paul preached unto them resurrection from the 
dead through Jesus Christ, which gave considerable 
offence, and ended in his abrupt dismissal by them. 
Acts 17: 18-32. I would ask, if this prominence 
which was given to the doctrine of Christ’s resurrec- 
tion from the dead, by the first teachers of Christi- 
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anity, is not at least very remarkable, compared with 
the subordinate relation which in modern preaching 
it sustains to some other parts of the evangelic sys- 
tem? Does it not justify, or at least Welp to strength- 
en the conclusion that there is a part of the evungelic 
system which is wanting in the theology of the nine- 
teenth century? 1 think this conclusion is irresisti- 
ble. What that part is, is the object of this lecture 
to show, viz: that life or immortality is only to be had 
through Christ, whose personal resurrection from the 
dead is the evidence and pledge of our own. It is he 
who bids the cherubim sheathe the flaming sword, 
and leave an open door to ‘the tree of life.” “To 
him that overcometh, will Z give to eat of the tree 
of life which is in the midst of the paradise of God.” 

The grand distinguishing doctrine of the Christian 
redemption is, Hternal Life in Jesus Christ alone—the 
free gift of sovereign grace, and appropriated by 
faith. In every part of the system of revealed reli- 
gion we see evidences of this fundamental doctrine, 
Life in Christ is among the chief doctrines of the bible. 
It was promised to our first parents after the fall in 
the then obscure language, ‘‘the seed of the woman 
shall bruise the serpent’s head ;” anu the ancient and 
elaborate ritual of the Levitical dispensation derives 
much of its significance from this promised fact. The 
ceremonial prohibition to eat the blood, furnishes an 
interesting and conclusive argument in support of 
the doctrine, that immortality is not an attribute of 
human nature, but is the gift of God through Jesus 
Christ. In the 9th chapter of Genesis, 3d and 4th 
verses, we have the statement of this prohibition to 
Noah, ‘“‘Every moving thing that liveth shall be meat 
for you; even as the green herb have I given you all 
things; but flesh with the life thereof, which is the 
blood thereof, shall ye not eat.”” This prohibition was 
repeated with still greater emphasis under the sub- 
sequent economy of religion. *‘Whatsoever man 
there be of the house of Israel, or of the strangers 
that sojourn among you, that eateih any manner of 
blood, 1 will even set my face against that soul that 
eateth blood, and will cut him off from anong his 
people. For the life of the flesh is in the blovd; and 
I have given it to you upon the altar, to make an 
atonement for your souls; for it is the blood that 
maketh an atonement for thesoul. For it is the dfe 
ofall flesh; the blood of it is for the l/e thereof: 
therefore I said unto the children of Israel, ye shall 
eat the blood of no manner of flesh; for the /i/e of all 
flesh is the blood thereof; whosoever eateth it shall 
be cut off.” Lev. 17: 10, 11, 14. 

One reason of this prohibition to make use of blood 
is assigned in the last quotation—‘‘the blood maketh 
atonement,” or reconciliation. The prohibiticn te 
eat blood, then, was because of its sacred ceremonial 
appropriation. But it seems to have had another 
reason, viz: that it might operate as a memorial to 
the ancient worshippers, to humble them in the assu- 
rance that they had mo life in themselves—that their 
immortality was forfeited. It was of great import- 
ance to assure the Israelite, and all mankind through 
him, that he was judicially dead. Hence every ani- 
mal that was slain for daily food was to be drained 
of the blood. This command to a people familiar 
with the method of instruction by symbolic actions, 
was most obvious in its humbling meaning—it told 
them, and the intelligent worshipper understood the 
yoice, Ye are mortal. The blood poured upon the 
ground to mingle with the dust, showed them whither 
was their destiny, that from the ground they were 
taken, and thither, unransomed, they would for ever 
return. ‘He shall even pour out the blood thereof, 
and cover it with dust.” Lev. 17:18. ‘Thou shalt 
not eat the blood thereof; thou shalt pour it upon the 
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ground as water.” Deut. 15: 23. They were fe 
taught this melancholy truth, not only on special oc- 

casions, and in the tabernacle and temple worship, 
but every day, and in their own homes, ‘‘Ye shall not 
drink the blood, for the blood is the life, and ye have 
no lifein you.” He that drank of the blood, claimed 
ceremonially to possess immortality—an offence 
which was to be visited with the highest severity: ‘‘I 
will even set my face against that soul that eateth 
blood, and will cut him off from among his people.” 

In support of this second reason, which I have as- 
signed as the ground of the command to abstain from 
the use of blood, I may refer you to the declaration 
of our Lord, ‘‘Verily, verily, I say unto you, except 
ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his 
blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh 
and drinketh my blood hath eternal life; and I will 
raise him up at the last day. For my flesh is meat 
indeed, and my blood is drink indeed.” John 6: 53, 
55. Now, this language must have sounded very 
strange in the ears of a people who were familiar with 
the prohibition to use blood for food, and the heavy 
penalty with which it was enforced. The contrast is 
strikingly apparent between the teaching of Moses 
and that of Christ; and the inference is irresistible, 
that in this figurative language of drinking his blood, 
our Lord referred to the Mosaic prohibition, and 
suggested to his hearers, that while in themselves 
they had no life, ceremonially signified by abstaining 
from the use of blood, they might have life in him, 
which was signified by the command figuratively to 
drink his blood. And in the affecting monument 
which Christ has given to his church, I refer to the 
institution ef the Supper—what is the act of every 
Christian worshipper? Is it not the very opposite of 
that of the Jewish worshipper? The Israelite might 
not take of the bloud on pain of being cut off from 
Israel. The Christian must take of the blood of 
Christ, which he does virtually in his union with 
Christ through faith, and emblematically when he 
drinks of the cup—otherwise he hus no part with 
Christ. The blood is the life: in drinking, therefore, 
emblematically the blood of Christ, the worshipper 
shows that /ife is not a personal possession—that no 
man is inherently immortal—that it is a gift, and 
that it is in Christ alone. ‘The gift of God is eter- 
nal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.” 

I could multiply proofs from the Bible in evidence 
of this cardiual doctrine, which is among the doc- 
trines of the Bible, what the sun is in the solar sys- 
tem, the grand central fact. I will add, however, to 
what has already been advanced, but one drawn from 
a scene at Bethany. When our Lord returned to Be- 
thany, four days after the death of Lazarus, the weep- 
ing Martha hastened to meet him, and thus address- 
ed him, ‘‘Lord, if thou hadst been here my brother 
had not died. But I know that even now whatsoever 
thou wilt ask of God, God will give it thee. . Jesus 
saith unto her, Thy brother shall riseagain. Martha 
saith unto him, I know that he shall rise again in the 
resurrection at the last day.”” Martha believed the 
doctrine of a general resurrection from the dead 
which was taught by the Pharisees; but she, in com- 
mon with all others at that time, knew not the Chris- 
tian doctrine, that the resurrection depended upon 
Christ, and but for his mediation would have been 
impossible. When, therefore, she said, with a pee- 
vish confidence, I know that he shall rise again in the 
resurrection at the last day,” Jesus replied, “I am 
the resurrection and the life ;”’ and in confirmation of 
his exclusive prerogative to give life, he wrought the 
memorable miracle of raising Lazarus from the dead. 

The doctrine which I have been endeavoring to in- 
culeate in this lecture, and which appears to me to be 


the plain, unequivocal voice of the Bible, is, that life, 
eternal life, literally understood, is the privilege of 
no man but the believer in Jesus Christ, through 
whom it is bestowed as the sovereign gift of God. 
Now, the popular view of the theory of redemption 
excludes this cardinal doctrine of tmmortalily alone in 
Christ; it builds its theory upon a philosophic conceit, 
erroneously assuming that we have eternal life as a 
proper attribute of our human nature. The doctrine 
of this lecture, I hope, is seen to be the teaching of 
the Bible, the fair and rational exposition of our text, 
‘The gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ 
our Lord.” ' 

He, then, who teaches that man is immortal, inde- 
pendently of Jesus Christ, introduces a distracting 
element into the system of the Christian religion. It 
is to render its plain and obvious teachings obscure 
and inappreciable, except upon a system of interpre- 
tation, which affixes to words ideas which they have 
nowhere else in the writings and commerce of man- 
kind. It is to flatter human pride, by unduly exalting 
human nature. It is to commingle with the teaching 
of God the doctrines and commandments of men, and 
eminently to deprive the Christian redemption of its 
chief lustre, and Christ himself of his mediatorial 
dignity as the Life-Giver. ‘This is the record, that 
God hath given to us eternal life, and this life is in his 
Son.” ‘He that hath the Son hath life, and he that 
hath not the Son of God hath not life.” ‘The gift 
of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.” 

In this point of view the gospel of Christ assumes 
amore definite, as it does a more solemnly interesting 
aspect. This exhibition of the “truth as it is in 
Jesus,” throws around the head of the world’s Life- 
Giver a halo of magnificence and glory. Itadds a 
mighty emphasis to our Lord’s declaration, “‘without 
me yecan do nothing.” It shows more obviously the 
need of a Ransomer, and echoes trumpet-tongued the 
emphatic ‘must’ of the new birth—“‘Ye must be born 
again’”’—ye must be engrafted in the living vine. The 
blood which flows in your veins, through the fall, is 
mortal; ye must drink of the blood of Christ, or ye 
have no lifein you. Ye must bere-created, re-born. 
Ye are created in the image of the earthly, ye must 
be created in the image of the heavenly. . “This cor- 
ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal 
must put on immortality. his is the Bible doctrine 
of regeneration: ‘If any man be in Christ he is a new 
creature, old things are passed away, behold all 
things are become new.” 

Brethren, let the instincts of your‘nature—that 
thirsting for life, which a loving Father has excited 
within you, as a motive to seek it where it may be 
found ; let the earnest expostulations of that Father’s 
voice, ‘‘Why will ye die?””—let the free invitation of 
the Author of life himself, ‘Let him that is athirst 
come, and whosoever will, let him take the water of 
life freely;” let these, and every other consideration 
urge you to forsake the companionship of the dead, 
(Proy. 21: 16,) and associate yourselves with the Jiv- 
mg. God forbid that the Redeemer should ever have 
occasion to say to any here, ‘‘Ye will not come to me 
that ye might have life.” Brethren, come, and ‘“‘when 
Christ who is our Life shall appear, then shall ye also 
appear with him in glory.” Col. 3:-4, 

LECTURE TII.—THE FUTURE RETRIBUTION, 
“For I will not contend forever, neither will I be always wroth ; 


for the spirit should fail before m whi 
ee ee e, and the souls which I have 


The design of these lectures is professedly, but 
humbly, to indicate what I believe to be fundamental 
errors in the popular religious belief concerning cer- 
tain portions of the Christian revelation , [ shall 
therefore confine my attention in this lecture exclu- 
sively to one branch of the doctrine of future retri- 


bution. The Bible gives definite and unmistakeable 
answers to the anxious inquiries of the believer in 
_ Jesus Christ, and assures him that ‘‘verily there is a 


yet appear what we shall be,” yet, says the Apostle, 
“when he shall appear we shall be dke him;” and 
therefore, in joyful anticipation of this distinguished 
honor, each may declare with the Psalmist, ‘I shall 
be satisfied when I awake with thy likeness.” 

In entering upon the important and painfully. in- 
teresting inquiry, relative to the future retribution 
of the wicked, and purposing to lay before you the 
results of my own inquiries concerning what | believe 
to be the teaching of the Bible on this subject, and 
which, in some respects, will differ materially from 
the popular creed of the professing church, I cannot 
but feel, as I have felt throughout these discourses, 
that I occupy a position of the most solemn respon- 
-_sibility—a position which I am justified in taking only 

after a prayerful and mature deliberation, and witha 

firm persuasion that it is at the call of sacred duty. 
LT hope also that I attach due importance to the fact, 
that the opinions which I am about to call in question 
have been long embraced by many famous for their 
learning and piety, and whose opportunities and 
ability, very far beyond my own, qualify them much 
better to ascertain the real teaching of the Word of 
God on this subject. But it is not presumption to 
say, that even the wisest and best of men are no more 
free than their humbler brethren from the dominion 
of customary modes of thought and conventional be- 
lief. Indeed, in some respects they are more ex- 
posed to this species of tyranny, on account of the 
reyerence which sympathy begets for the opinions of 
kindred intellects; and because they are apt to be 
diverted by the wide and ever-expanding sphere of 
their mental operations. 

Duty has its claims upon the simple as well as upon 
the profound—its obligations are not circumscribed, 
but only modified by talents and learning. I have 
therefore done what it is every man’s duty to do, that 
is, to inquire ‘‘what is truth?”—in a spirit of meek- 
ness, and without discourtesy to the labors of great 
and good men—at the Bible, the only authoritative 
source of religious instruction. And if, after much 
anxiety and earnest prayer, I have reached conclu- 
sions which appear to me to be more in harmony with 
the Divine character and glory, and with the complete 
system of his revealed truth, than those which are 
popularly received, what remains to me, but either 
to keep my conclusions to myself, or, in my capacity 
as a preacher of truth and righteousness, to make 
them known to others? The former course I could 
not adopt, as being incompatible with moral honesty 
and obligation. I can only say, therefore, in expla- 
nation of my present course, ‘‘I have believed, and 
therefore have I spoken.” 

Sir James Stephen, in the epilogue to his ‘‘Essays 
in Ecclesiastical Biography,” hassome remarks which 
so suitably express the purport of the present lecture, 
that I cannot do better than introduce here the par- 
agraph in which they occur. ‘‘Nothing,” he ob- 
serves, ‘‘can be more remote from the design with 
which these pages are written, than to suggest a 
doubt, whether penal retribution in the future state, 
does really await ‘the many who are called,’ but who 
throng ‘the broad way which leadeth to destruction.’ 
Neither does the writer of these pages presume to 
intimate that either the nature or the continuance of 
that penalty are such as to be fitly contemplated by 
any soul cf man, without the most profound awe and 
the most lively alarm. To propagate or to entertain 
such opinions, would be to question the truth of Him 
who is emphatically himself ‘the Truth.’ The ques- 


reward for the righteous;” and although ‘it doth not | 
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tions proposed for inquiry, are, whether he, or any 
one of his inspired apostles, has really affirmed in 
express words that the retribution shall be endured 
eternally by those on whom it shall fall?—whether 
all the words employed by him or by them on the sub- 
ject, are not satisfied by understanding that the pun- 
ishment is eternal only, inasmuch as it involves the 
ultimate destruction or annihilation of those on whom 
itis to be inflicted?—whether the sense usually as- 
cribed to this part of holy Seripture, is congruous with 
the spirit of the rest of the revealed will of God?— 
whether it is not really derived from ecclesiastical 
traditions rather than from any sound and unbiassed 
eriticism?—and whether our own translators have not 
been induced by those traditions to enhance the real 
force of our Saviour’s words by a forced and exag- 
gerated version of them?”’— Vol. 2, pp. 496-7. 

Before addressing myself more immediately to the 
questions before us, 1 must offer some preliminary 
observations, for the sake of preparing the way, inan 
inquiry which I feel is encumbered with no small 
amount of difficulty, arising, not so. much from the 
discussion of the subject itself as from the mental 
condition of many, who, in an assembly like the pre- 
sent, and upon such a theme, can scarcely be ex- 
pected to be free from the operation of strong and in- 
terested feelings. I can conscientiously say, in the 
presence of a heart-searching God, and before this 
congregation, that I have been stimulated to this in- 
quiry by the anxiety to know the truth, believing that 
error, and especially religious error, cannot be 
otherwise than pernicious to the best interests of 
mankind. I have to request, then, as well for your 
sakes as for mine, that you will grant me your patient 
and candid attention; and that, in the disposition of 
seekers after truth, you will, so far as you are ena- 
bled, hold your feelings and pre-judgments in com- 
plete abeyance. My hope is, that in the exercise of 
a prayerful and independent spirit, you will calmly 
contemplate the scriptural evidence which I shall en- 
deavor to bring before you; for it is only in this tem- 
per of mind, that this, or indeed any religious ques- 
tion, can be properly approached. 

There are those, and some such I may be now ad- 
dressing, who are absolutely afraid to think—whose 
mental operations, if they may be so dignified, have 
ever been directed by others rather than by them- 
selves; and who are impatient at being disturbed in 
theirignoble ease. Their minds are rather passive 
than active; recipient than energetic; and who dread 
nothing more than being put into a condition demand- 
ing mental activity and self-decision. This puerile 
dependance and self-diffidence—the fruit oftener of 
mental indolence than incapacity—is frequently as- 
sociated with a morbid fear of the truth, which ne- 
cessarily closes up every avenue by which truth can 
alone reach the understanding and the heart. I 
would fain believe, however. that there are few of this 
class among those I now address, and that I may 
presume upon a reasonable share of intelligence and 
moral magnanimity in the majority now present. 

There are others, and by no means a small class, 
who consider it a part of religious obedience, and in- 
separable from Christian humility, to receive the doc- 
trines of the Bible as they are popularly taught; and 
would esteem it an act of dishonor done to the Divine 
Word to adventure an independent inquiry into its 
meaning. There is a prouieness to imagine that, in 
proportion to the antiquity and universality of an 
opinion, must be its truthfulness; and to question it, 
the height of extravagance and presumption. Even 
when evidence the most palpable is presented against 
any venerable belief, the prestige which attaches to 
the ancient faith, ifit cannot altogether neutralize 
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the force of opposing evidence, will often act-as a 
paralysis upon the independent energies of the mind. 

But let such remember that they must honor God 
and his truth when they receive the law at his mouth, 
and derive thence the articles of their religious faith. 
The Church at Berea was honorably commended, be- 
cause, When listening even to an Apostle, they re- 
ceived not his instructions until they had examined 
them by the written revelation of God Iam sure 
that I shalf speak to the knowledge of many whom I 
now address, when I affirm that religious creeds are 
more generally framed from the lips of human than 
the divine teacher. How comparatively few read the 
Bible for doctrinal information? It is the custom to 
learn the doctrines of Christianity apart from the 
Scriptures; and then to make the inspired oracles 
quadrate with our pre-conceptions and pre-informa- 
tions. A persuasion is lamentably current, that to 
get definite ideas of Bible truth, we must read the 
expositions of accredited divines, whose learning is 
needed to simplify and popularize the Word of God. 
Mankind honor the Sacred Book with the title of the 
Divine Hevelution; and yet they tacitly affirm that it 
is inappreciable and obscure! It is a remnant of 
Popish influence in the popular mind, is the belief, 
that God does not speak plainly enough in that Book 
which he has given for the instruction and solace of 
the simplest, as well as the most erudite of his chil- 
dren; and in reference to which ithas been said, ‘‘The 
wayfaring men, though fools, shall not err therein.” 
The Bible has been the teacher of the Priesthood: and 
the Priesthood, too exclusively, the teachers of the 
mass. Religious opinions have been transmitted from 
one generation to snother, much in the same way as 
titles and estates, which rarely come down to their 
possessors intact, and without considerable modifica- 
tions by their successive owners. They have their 
additions and abstractions, their worthless appurte- 
uances and valuable alienations; they show evidence 
of the hundling and infirmity of human nature. This 
fact should make the most rigidly orthodox modest 
in the maintenance of an inherited faith, and bea 
reason why he should bring his religious belief to the 
light of God’s Book, that he may be assured that his 
belief is justified by its teaching. If I had not been 
sanguine that those whom I address in these lectures 
will search the Scriptures for themselves, and test 
what I have stated by the Word of God, as the only 
authoritative teacher in religion, I should have been 
greatly discouraged in attempting to bring before 
you these deepiy interesting inquiries; but, having 
confidence in the pious independence of many whom 
I knew I should number among my auditory, and 
being under a strong conviction that the matter of 
these discourses is not a subordinate and dispensable 
part of Divine truth, but ‘the truth as it is in Jesus,” 
I have only to give you the, proof to secure your cor- 
diai and reverent acceptation of it. 

Very few persons, accustomed to think upon the 
doctrine of future punishment, I am disposed to be- 
lieve, have been entirely free from doubt with respect 
to the accuracy of its popular representation. Infi- 
delity has directed some of its keenest, and I may 
add, most effective shafts against the doctrine of wn- 
ending excruciating torture as the apportionment of the 
unregenerate in the future world, which have not 
failed to awaken considerable sympathy in the minds 
of those hostile to religious obligations, and to occa- 
sion much pain and perplexity to the devout believer. 
This view of future punishment comparatwely few 
intelligently and rationally receive. And even those 
who accept it, believing it to be taught in that Word, 
to whose decisions they are accustomed to bow, du 
not unhesitatingly receive it as an article of their be- 


lief. There is a secret, irrepressible suspicion of its 
truth in the minds of the majority, especially of ear- 
nest and independent thinkers—-and this, be it ob- 
served, not only among the unbelieving and protane 
portion of mankind, but among the most eminently 
pious. While they would not detract from the ex- 
treme sinfulness of sin, nor mitigate a single element 
of its just retribution, yet they are unable to discover 
any proportion between the guilt of the transgressor 
and his terrible punishment, as popularly taught. 
Especially when this doctrine is contemplated in the 
light of God’s revealed character—in the view of that 
attribute in which Jehovah eminently takes pleasure 
in presenting himself to his intelligent creatures, the 
attribute of Jove—there is awakened in the mind of 
the inquirer such an overwhelming conviction that it 
is absolutely inharmonious with that presentation, 
that it tends sorely to disturb the complacency with 
which he dwells upon the Divine moral administra- 
tion, and, pained and perplexed, he seeks refuge in 
the banishment of the subject from his meditations. 
It is set aside as a painful and insoluble problem, and 
consigned to a voluntary oblivion; but not without a 
latent and hopeful belief, that the future will prove 
the fact otherwise than is popularly supposed. I can- 
not refrain my conviction that there must be scme- 
thing wrong here, for such painful thoughts of God 
are not the legitimate products of his revelation. 
God commands his truth to us—he has implanted 
within us moral perceptions which shail justify his 
every act, and compel an approving Amen to all his 
moral decisions. We feel that the doctrine is widely 
discrepant with God’s character, that it stands out in 
its own solitary tremendousness, and without any 
analogy in his historic transactions, or present man- 
ifestations; but, on the contrary, at irreconcilable 
variance with them. We cannot meditate upon the 
subject in this view without secret pain, and a marr- 
ing of our conceptions of the ever blessed God. The 
popular representation is vindictive and sanguinary— 
its very suggestion, but especially its vivid concep- 
tion, breaks in upon our holiest and happiest moods, 
dissipating that ‘perfect love” which, the Apostle 
says, ‘casts out fear, because fear hath torment.” 
Surely, brethren, in this relation of the universai 
mind to the doctrine, there is supplied a powerful 
motive to induce us, at least, to investigate the 
grounds of this belief, and to ask, with reference to 
it, ‘What saith the Scripture?” 4 

In harmony with the above statements I rejoice to 
be able to quote in this second edition, the recently 
published sentiments of an elegant and judicious 
writer lately referred. to: 

“Throughout the Holy Scriptures,” writes Sir James Stephen, 
“a, constant appeal is made to those moral sentiments which God 
has himself implanted in our nature. Qur heavenly Father has 
graciously condescended everywhere to point out to us the sa- 
cred harmony between his law as revealed by prophets and evan- 
gelists,and his law as written by himself on our hearts; and 
from that harmony we are taught to draw the best and highest 
proof of the inspiration of those sacred writings. Deeply con- 
scious with what profound reverence it behooves us to apply 
that test of truth to any opinion deduced by the church at large 
from Holy Scripture, we may yet venture to inquire whether it 
could be successfully applied in the case under consideration? It 
the words ascribed to our Saviour are not inexorably bound 
down to the construction they usually receive, by the absolutely 
inflexible force of the text, and of the context, is it not most rea- 
ary to we — — construction to which our own nat- 
ural sense of justice and equity can respond, as clearl i 
sponds to all the rest of the ee et Ane ii tos ta 

“So inveterate is the corruption of the human heart, that, in 
the judgment of some, the infliction ard announcement of no 
penalty less than that of eternal misery would be sufficient to 
turn it aside from present sinfulness. But does the dread of that 
terrific penalty really stem the headlong currentof iniquity? Is 
it really productive of any corresponding alarm? Does it pro- 
duce an alarm equal to that which woulé have been excited b 
the announcement ofa penalty of infinitely less amount but de- 
finite and intelligible? Does the world—does the church—do 
her ministers—do her saints—really believe this part of the lan- 
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guage of our Redeemer in that sense in which they familiarly 
interpret it? Is any human mind so constituted as to bear the 
‘incumbent weight of so fearful a probability of an evil so utterly 
| beyond the reach of exaggeration? Is the texture of any human 
body vigorous enough to sustain the throes of so agonizing an 
anticipation? What means the whole course and system of life 
which is passing hourly before our eyes, and through which we 
are ourselves passing? Why have our preachers time to engage 
in study, to harmonize the periods of their sermons, to give heed 
to our wretched ecclesiastical disputes, to devote one suiperfiuous 
instant to food, to repose, or to occupy themselves with any other 
thing than the proclamation of the horrors of the approaching 
calamity, and the explanation of the only way of escape from it? 
Let any honest man fairly propose to himself, and fairly answer 
‘the question, whether the unutterable disparity between his ac- 
tual interest in all the frivolities of life, and his professed belief 
in an cternity of woe, impending probably over himself, but cer- 
tainly over the vast majority of the human race, does not convict 
him of professing to believe more than he actually believes? And 
if so, is there not some reason to doubt whether he has not erred in 
attributing to his Saviour a meaning for which aficr all he canvot 
find any real place in his own mind, or any vital influence on his 
own heart.” —The Epilogue, Essays in Eccl. Biog. vol. 2, pp. 494-6. 
Before entering upon the scriptural inquiry, I 
would briefly advert to the early history and devel- 
opment of the doctrine of future punishment. Ata 
very early period, about the latter half of the second 
and the beginning of the third century, we find that 
among other doctrinal debates, was that of the dura- 
tion of future punishment. This was that period in 
the history of the church, when the philosophic ele- 
ment begart extensively to develop itself in Biblical 
expositions; and we are not therefore surprised to 
find that age eminently characterized by a spirit of 
daring speculation, and a gross departure from the 
simplicity of the faith. In reference to this age, and 
the influence of the Platonic school upon the Chris- 
tian doctrines, Neander thus writes: 

“There could not fail to arise, then, out of this school itself, an 
opposition of views; on the one side were those who held this po- 
sition in hostility to Christianity; on the other, those to whom it 
proved a Point of transition to Christianity. But then these lat- 
ter, again, were exposed toa peculiar danger. Their earlier pre- 
judices might react in such a way as to prevent their mode of 
apprehending and of shaping Christian truth. In this way much 
foreign matter, drawn from their previous opinions, might un- 
conscious!y be conveyed over with them to Christianity.”—Gen. 
Church History, vol. 1, p. 47. “The new Platonism could not 
bring itself to acquiesce, particularly in that humility of know- 
ledge, and that renunciation of self which Christianity required. 
It could not be induced to sacrifice its philosophical, aristocratic 
notions, toa religion which would make the higher life acommon 

ession for all mankind. ‘The religious eclecticism of this di- 
rection of the spirit could do no otherwise than resist the exclu- 
sive and sole supremacy of the religion that suffered no other at 
its side, but wouid subject all to itself.”—Jv7d. p. 46. ‘ 

To this age we are indebted for the doctrine of the 
natural immortality of the soul, which is purely a doc- 
trine of Plato’s; and it is not difficult to see how the 
presumption of human immortality led to the belief, 
that the Scripture doctrine of eternal punishment 
would be an eternity of conscious misery in hell. 
While the Platonizing Christians generally taught this 
doctrine, there were many who repudiated it, and 
sought refuge in other theories which would satisfy 
at once their philosophy and the Bible. Some, 
among whom was Origen, maintained that the punish- 
ment of the wicked was limited, and that a time 
would come when there should be a general restitu- 
tion; the wicked, having been punished, would, he 
believed, be reclaimed and restored to God. In this 
philosophic notion may be discovered the germ of the 
Popish dogma of Purgatory. Many since Origen have 
embraced this opinion of a universal restitution; and 
even in our own times it has many advocates, which 
may serve to show how eagerly the mind seizes any 
alternative rather than the popular theory of wnend- 


ing torment. ; 

“In his private discussions, Origen maintained that 
the punishment of the wicked is not of eternal but 
limited duration. Nevertheless, fearing that the 
doctrine would have an injurious tendency in relaxing 
the ties of moral obligation, he considered it expe- 
dient to teach the people in his public discourses that 


it will be eternal. He says, moreover, what Iam sure 
will shock every reverent and truth-loving mind, that 
the popular fear of eternal misery is a wholesome 


idelusion, (apatee,) and invented by God himself! 


[ Hag. His. Doe, vol. 1, p. 223.] You will, 1 am per- 
suaded, agree with me, that if the doctrine of eternal 
misery in hell is not the scriptural representation of 
future punishment no considerations of expediency 
ought to permit the religious teacher to inculeate it 
upon mankind. If it be not a doctrine of the Bible, 
it can neither be safe nor profitable to teach men to 
believe it; nor can it be unsafe to labor to undeceive 
them, if they have hitherto accepted it as anarticle of 
religious faith. No human admixture with divine 
truth has ever contributed to its just acceptability or 
influence; but, on the other hand, has seriously re- 
tarded, in proportion to its prevalence, the progress 
of that truth in the world. We cannot err, then, in 
pointing out what we believe to be strictly human 
dogmas in the popular religious creed, and in recom- 
mending the implicit faith of the church, in the bi- 
ble, and the bible alone. 

From the time of Origen up to the eighth century, 
the doctrine of future punishment, with respect toits 
duration, continued to be a disputed point. Why 
this aspect of the doctrine was the more prominent 
topic of discussion, is accounted for by the fact, that 
it was a generally assumed point, that the soul is im- 
mortal, and therefore must, so long as the punish- 
ment lasted, endure conscious misery. It was this 
philosophic notion that led to doubt the eternal du- 
ration of the punishment, and to adopt the theory of 
an ultimate restitution, rather than a final and com- 
plete destruction. Those who maintained against 
Origen, that future punishment, in the sense of con- 
scious misery is eternal, were by far the majority. 
Augustine, Chrysostom, and others, founded their 
argument for the eternal duration of punishment, 
chiefly on the use of the word eternal in the two anti- 
thetic clauses in Matt. 25: 41-46, [ Hag. His. Doe. vol. 
1, p. 887,] passages which we shall presently have 
occasion toexamine. And from the time of Augus- 
tine down to the present, the belief that eternal mis- 
ery is the portion of the wicked, has prevailed over 
the doctrine of a limited duration. 

No one can study the development of this religious 
doctrine, in the history of Christianity, without com- 
ing to the conclusion that the dogma of everlasting 
torment in hell is the legitimate offspring of its pa- 
rent error, the natural immortality of the soul. Nor 
can any one'be familiar with the history and devel- 
opment of religious doctrines generally, without being 
strongly impressed with the conviction that it is im- 
possible to ascertain what is, and what is not truth, 
from any other source than the sacred writings. The 
dogma of everlasting torment has been transmitted to 
the church by the Platonizing theologians of the se- 
cond and third centuries, an era more prolific in reli- 
gious disputation and error than any other in the his- 
tory of the church. What was then assumed, ts but 
assumed still, that man is inherently and essentially 
immortal—that he will never die in thesense of ceas- 
ing to exist. This being accepted as an established 
article of faith, it is obvious on what ground the dog- 
ma of an everlasting existence in torment as the pun- 
ishment of the wicked, holds its position in the Chris- 
tiancreed. If the wickedness of man, if unrepented of 
and unpardoned, is to be punished with conscious mis- 
ery which will never be remitted, then, by virtue of his 
inherent immortality, he must be forever miserable. 

Now, Ihave already shown, from a plain and im- 
partial examination of the Scripture account of the 
constitution and probation of Adam, as the represen- 
tative of the human race, that immortality was net 
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the privilege of his being—that, on the contrary, it 
was the grand chartered blessing to be bestowed as 
the reward of his obedience. Since, therefure, we 
share in the constitutional nature of our first parent, 
in whose likeness (Gen. 5: 8) we were created, and 
inherit, as the result of a covenant made with him, 
all the consequences of his disobedience, it is as ob- 
vious as any doctrine in the Bible, that mankind have 
not immortality as their inherent nature and that if, 
it be enjoyed by any of our fallen race, it will be by | 
gracious communication, and in connexion with the 
mediatorial agency of the Lord Jesus Christ. To 
bring ‘life and immortality’ to a world that had lost, 
it, we saw in the last lecture, was a chief, although 
not sole object of the Mediator’s mission. Our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the ‘last Adam” in his representative 
capacity, corresponding with the original representa- 
tive arrangement made with the ‘first Adam,’ accom- 
plished the complete recovery of what mankind had, 
lost; and hence immortality has become a conditional 
gift, not a primal possession—‘The gift of God is 
eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.” 

Our inquiry therefore is, ““‘What does the Bible 
teach in reference to the nature and duration of fu- 


ture punishment?” In attempting to lay before you 
the reply which I believe the Bible gives to this in- 
quiry, I will first examine those passages of Scrip- 
ture which are thought to uphold the popular theory 
of everlasting conscious misery; and then collect 
some of the many passages which strongly disprove 
the dogma of the popular belief. 

It is of great importance that correct ideas should 
' be formed of certain words which are employed by 
the sacred writers, when referring to the doctrine of 
future punishment. On this part of my subject, my 
aim will be to present to the least informed in classi- 
cal and biblical learning, evidence at once definite 
and appreciable, and I sball therefore studiously 
avoid, as much as possible, the introduction of any 
matter, which, however it might subserve my pur- 
pose, would not contribute to the information of many 
of my hearers. My object is to communicate the 
truth, and therefore I shall labor to be understood. 

Considerable emphasis is laid by the unlearned 
reader of the Bible upon the words eternal and ever- 
lasting. Now, it may sound strange in the ears of 
some, although the classical hearer will justify the 
affirmation that these words have not necessarily, as 
their inhereut meaning, the idea of endless duration. 
Qur English words eternal and everlasting certainly 
convey this idea; but then it must be borne in mind 
that these words are but translations, and by no 
nieans the strict equivalents of what the sacred wri- 
ters employed; and our in uiry, therefore, respects 
the proper meaning of the original words of Scripture. 
These Greek words, a substantive and adjective, have 
each a singular and plural number, which cireum- 
stance is inexplicable, if their primitive and essential 
signification be endless duration. We do not say 
eternals, everlastings ; these words, implying endless 
duration in the English language, will not admit of 
a plural number. This grammatical circumstance, 

-then, demands your attentive consideration, 

Again, these words are not uniformly translated in 
our English version, for the obvious reason that if one 
uniform rendering had been preserved, many passages 
would have been absolutely unintelligible. Hence 
they are employed as the context may seem to demand. 

The substantive (aion) occurs one hundred and 
twenty-eight times in the Greek Testament, sixty-six 
times in the singular, and sixty-two times in the pla- 
ralnumber. Our translators have rendered it as the 
context seemed to them to require by the following 
words:—ever, never, evermore, ages, course, eternal, 
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world, worlds, world without end. The adjective 
(atonios) occurs seventy-one times, and is thus ren- 
dered in our English version—ever, world, everlasting, 
eternal. From this it willbe seen that no distinction 
is made in our version between the substantive and 
adjective; nor has any attention been paid to the sin- 
gular and plural forms of these words. The Greek 
correspondents of our words everlasting and eternal, 
are more indefinite, and admit of greater latitude of 
interpretation. The idea of ‘‘how long?” is not con- 
tainedin the original words independently considered; 
but js borrowed from, and dependant on, the word or 
words with which they may happen to be associated. 

Now, it will be admitted, that if in any case these 
words are used where a limited, and not an unlimited 
duration is meant, then no argument for the doctrine 
of an endless duration in misery can be built upon 
the fact, that they are employed in reference to the 
doctrine of future punishment; for if they denote, in 
one instance, a limited period of time, they may, of 
course, do so in another. Let me not be misunder- 
stood in these remarks. I do not assert that the pun- 
ishment of the wicked will not be eternal. I believe 
the Bible most distinctly teaches that future punish- 
uient will be of eternal duration. My object is to 
caution the unlearned hearer against the very preva- 
lent error of supposing that the nature and duration 
of future punishment can be ascertained from isolated 
words and phrases. These, separately considered, are 
very uncertain guides to a correct judgment, and very 
unsafe and insufficient data upon which to build such 
a theory as is popularly believed. The doctrine of 
everlasting misery, which, by the way, is not a scrip- 
tural phrase, as are not many others in current usage, 
and which will be carefully distinguished fom the 
doctrine of everlasting punishment, is entirely sup- 
ported by detached words and phrases, viewed in 
connexion with the assumption of man’s native im- 
mortality, which we have seen in a former lecture is 
not a doctrine of the Bible, but a speculation of false 
science. I believe that every candid and competent 
critic will admit that these words and phrases cannot 
alone prove the doctrine of everlasting misery; and 
that, if it be a fact that manis not inherently immor- 
tal, then his punishment may, for aught these mere 
words and phrases can prove, issue, literally, in what 
the Bible calls ‘the second death.” Rev: 20: 14. 

While, therefore, many put their chief emphasis 
upon the passages which relate to future punishment, 
I would lay the greatest stress upon the already 
proved fact, that mankind are not immortal; and that 
immortality is the ‘gift of God through Jesus Christ 
our Lord,” te all who believe-in him, and hope in his 
salvation; and would further affirm that every inquiry 
into this subject, which proceeds upon the assumption 
that immortality is essentially the constitution of hu- 
man nature, is extremely unsatisfactory, and, in its 
conclusions, necessarily unsound. In illustration of 
the insufficiency of mere terms and phrases to prove 
the nature and duration of future punishment, allow 
me to direct your attention to the following Scripture 
citations: 


Gen, 9:16.—“And the bow shall bein the cloud; and ‘I will 
look upon it. that Imay remember the everlasting (Sept. aionion 
covenant between God and every living creature of all flesh that 
is upon the earth.” But how can this covenant be everlasting in 
es fice thee of the word? for the world itself will bave an 
end. ani e bow in the clouds can refi 
sn pa refer only to so long as the 

Gen. 17: 8, 13, 19—And I will give unto thee and to. th 
after thee, the land wherein thot art a stranger, all the mites 
Canaan, for an everlasting possession. * * He thatis born in 
thy house, and he that is bought with thy money, must needs be 
circumeised; and my covenant shall be in your flesh for an eve7- 
lasting covenant,” 


The land of Canaan is here called an everlasting 


possession; and the covenant of circumcision an ever - 
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lasting covenant. Yet the land of Canaan has long 
ceased to be the possession of the Hebrews; and, even 


if they be permitted to re-occupy it, there must come | 


an end when the world itself shall be destroyed. And 
with respect to the covenant of circumcision, the New 
Testament has shown that that is annulled. 

Numb. 25; 13—“And he shall have it and his seed after him, 
even the covenant of an everlasting (Sept. aionion) priesthood.” 
But the priesthood of Aaron has long beén abolished. 

Exodus 40: 15—“And thou shalt anoint them as thou didst 
anoint their father, that they may minister unto me in the priest’s 

_ office; for their anointing shall swrely be an everlasting (Sept. ets 
ton aiona) priesthood.” Now, compare with this passage Heb. 7: 
iz—“V¥or the priesthood being changed, there is made, of neces- 
sity, a change also inthe law.” And also verse 18—‘‘For there is 
Verily a disannulling of the commandment going before, for the 
Weakness and unprofitableness of it.” [ere is Scripture autho- 
rity to prove that an everlasting priesthood has come to an end; 
and that an everlasting covenant is disannulled. There is no pas- 
sage where future punishment is said to be soemphatically ever- 
lasting, as is affirmed in the passage just quoted of the Aaronic 
Priesthood. It is there said that “their anointing shall surely be 
an everlasting priesthood.” Now, how much emphasis would be 
laid upon this word surely, ifit had been used in connexion with 
the everlasting punishment of the wicked? And yet we hare 
Paul’s authority for affirming that such an argument would be 
fallacious. The mountains are called everlasting. Hab. 3: 6. 

For ever. For ever and ever. The same observations apply to 
the phrases for ever, (eis ton aiona,) and for ever and ever, (eis ton 
aiona, kai ton aiona ton aionos ;) they do not of necessity involve 
the idea ofendless duration. {n proof, I select the following pas- 
sages: Exodus 21: 6—‘Then his master shall bring him unto 
thejudges; he shall also bring him to the door, or unto the door- 

st; and his master shall bore his ear through with an aw]; and 

e shall serve him for ever.’ Of course the meaning is, to the 
end of his life. Ps. 37: 29—“The righteous shall dwell in the 
land for ever,” that is, from generation to generation. Ps. 182: 
14—*This is my rest for ever,’ (see also Eccl. 1:4. John 8: 35. 
1 Cor. 8:13, &c.,) that is, from age to age. Ps. 48: 14—*‘This God 
is our God for ever and ever,” that is from age to age; for, in the 
Sense here intended, Jehovah has long ceased to be the God of the 
Jews. Ps.119: 43—“So shall I keep thy law continually for ever 
and ever,” that is, as the Psalmist meant, through every period 
of his life on earth. Ps. 148—‘He hath also established them 
[the heavens] for ever and ever;” that is, through many successive 
ages. That it does not denote eternal duration, compare what 
Peter says, ‘the heavens-and the earth which are now: * * are 
Kept in store reserved unto fire;” and again, “the heavens shall 
pass away with a great noise, and the elements shall melt with 
fervent heat.” 2 Pet. 3: 7-10. ; 

_ These quotations will suffice to show how careful 


we should be in constructing arguments upon mere 
words and phrases, since we read of covenants and 
ordinances, and many other things which, in the 
phraseology of Scripture are termed everlasting, &c.; 
but which Aave been, and will be yet destroyed. It is 
not denied that the word is often preperly translated 
everlasting, eternal, &c.; all that is affirmed is, that it 
is not the mere word which supplies this idea, but the 
subject with which it is connected. Thus, in its ap- 
plication to the Divine Being, it necessarily has the 
idea of unlimited duration; but then it is the nature 
of the Divine Being, and not the adjective so trans- 
lated, which requires this signification, ‘‘the everlast- 
ing God.” Rom. 26:26, (aionion.) ‘To God only wise, 
be glory through Jesus Christ, for ever;” (Rom. 16: 27, 
eis tous aionas,) necessarily for eternity, for the rea- 
son just stated. 

Let it then be distinctly understood that the words 
eternal, everlasting, for ever, &c., when employed to 
denote the duration of future punishment cannot, in- 
dependently regarded, prove that punishment is even 
eternal; the proof of its endless duration must depend 
upon the other auxiliary evidences. 

Although I have said that the words translated 
eternal, everlasting, &c., do not convey by themselves 
the idea of endless duration, the extent of duration 
being qualified by their associations and contexts, at 
the same time, there are passages In which they occur 
in connexion with the subject of future punishment, 
which prove that the words aresoused. And, there- 
fore, let me not be understood, I repeat, to deny that 
punishment in the future world will be eternal; the 
eternity of punishment is as distinctly taught as the 
eternity of the blessednees of the righteous. In proof 
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of this, we need but to refer to one passage: that, for 
example, which oceurs in Matt. 25: 46, ‘‘And these 
shall go away into everlasting punishment; bat the 
righteous into life eternal.’ [ Atonon is the original in 
both clauses, and would have been better translated so. 

It is sufficiently obvious that the words eternal and 
everlasting, the same word in the original, must, in 
these two antithetic clauses, mean the same thing. 
And, therefore, since the blessedness of the righteous 
is everlasting, so must be also the punishment of the 
wicked. What I affirm to be the teaching of the Bi- 
ble is, not that punishment is not eternal; but that 
punishment is no¢ eternal torment. Some persons have 
so habituated themselves to attach to particular words 
certain meanings, that they seem totally unable to 
separate in their minds the arbitrary connexion, how- 
ever imperatively this separation may, by the most 
incontestible evidence, be demanded. In this manner 
the phrase, everlasting punishment, in the yerse now 
cited, is by many considered to teach the doctrine of 
everlasting torment; torment and punishment being 
regarded as synonymous terms. But who, that is 
nota stereotyped thinker, cannot see that the word 
punishment has not, necessarily, the idea of conscious 
existence in misery? The word punishment itself 
defines nothing, but is itself defined by some other 
word. Punishment signifies the desert of guilt; and as 
that. desert is various, so punishment is various also. 
Punishment does not necessarily involve the conscious- 
ness of its object; its effects may extend far beyond 
the consciousness of the being punished. Thus we 
speak of the punishment of death; and is not death, as 
a penal infliction, properly so termed? Does the cul- 
prit think that because he is about to go out of exist- 
ence, therefore deathis no punishment? Certainly not; 
and therefore the phrase eternal punishment is as pro- 
perly descriptive of a complete destruction of the con- 
scious existence, or annihilation, as it would be of a 
continual existence in misery. To blot a living, life- 
loving being out of existence, is a terrible punish- 
ment; and the fact that life will be for ever extin- 
guished, will constitute this punishment eternal. 

It may help to elucidate the meaning of this much- 
disputed phrase to compare it with another in Heb. 
6: 2. Here we have the expression eternal judgment. 
The same kind of reasoning which insists upon the 
continuance of the infliction of punishment through- 
out eternity, will oblige us to admit that the judgment 
will continue throughout eternity also. The one in- 
terpretation is as obligatory as the other. It is be- 
yond dispute that the word eternal in the expression 
elernal judgment, marks the duration, not of the judg- 
ment itself, but of its decisions. And equally obvious 
in its meaning is the expression eternal punishment— 
the punishment itself is not to be eternally inflicted 
upon its wretched subjects, but being once visited upon 
them in their complete destruction, it will never be re~ 
voked—‘‘the wrath of Godabideth onthem.” Itis a 
punishment which, in its effects, is eternal; and, there- 
fore, it is properly designated ‘‘eternal punishment.” 

The apostle Peter, however, has, apropos to this dis- 
puted point, so employed the term punishment, as to 
place it beyond dispute that he considered a total des- 
truction to be fitly sodenominated. ‘“The Lord know- 
eth how to reserve the unjust to the day of judgment 
to be punished * these,” he says, ‘‘as natural brute 
beasts, made to be takenanddestroyed, * * shall 
utterly perish in their own corruption.”” Here the pun- 
ishment is explained by the terms destroyed, utterly 

erish, and corruption. 
i Uiienaleee? Loerlaaiitig ire,” Inquenchable fire,” 
The fire that never shall be quenched.” —Much import- 
ance is attached to these expressions in support of 
the doctrine of eternal torment in hell. With respect 
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remind you of what has already been said, together 
with the scripture proofs, that these words do not 
necessarily signify an wnending duration. I willnow 
show, by a few scripture comparisons, which will, 
perhaps, be a more satisfuctory and convincing me- 
thod than any lengthened expository remarks of my 
own, that these expressions do not demand the pop- 
ular interpretations of eternal torment. 

Matthew records the following language as uttered 
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by our Lord: ‘Then shall he say unto them on the 
left hand, Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlast- 
ing fire, prepared for the deviland his angels.” Matt. 
25: 41. This passage is commonly referred to in proof 
that the fire will ever continue to burn. To show the 
incorrectness of this interpretation, I have only to 
request you to compare with it the language of the 
apostle Jude, ‘“‘As Sodom and Gomorrha, and the 
cities about them, in like manner giving themselves 
over to fornication and going after strange flesh, are 
set forth for an example, suffering the vengeance of 
eternal fire.” Jude 7. The eternal fire which con- 
sumed the cities of the plain has been long extinguished. 

It is possible that some may object that the apostle 
uses the phrase eternal fire, in this place, not in refer- 
ence to the burning of the ‘‘cities,” strictly consid- 
ered, but of their inhabitants, in the fire of hell. In 
reply to this objection 1 would observe that the apos- 
tle says of these cities that they ‘are set forth for an 
example, suffering the vengeance of eternal fire,’ 
which undeniably proves that he refers to the histori- 
cal fact of their destruction by fire, for only thus have 
they been set forth for an example to all other evil doers, 

Besides this objection assumes what is altogether 
unscriptural, and to which in the course of this lec- ; 
ture I shall have occasion to refer, viz: that the place 
of punishment is already in existence, and that the 
wicked dead are not really dead, but living in the 
experience of their actual punishment. I will merely 
observe in this place that if Sodom and Gomorrha 
are now, and have ever been, since their fiery des- 
truction, suffering their punishment in an intermediate 
hell, why did our Lord speak of their punishment as 
yet future, when, alluding to any that should refuse 
to welcome his apostle’s message, he said: ‘Verily I 
say unto you, it shall be more tolerable for the land 
of Sodom and Gomorrha, in the day of judgment, than 
for that city?” Matt. 10:15. The great Teacher 
evidently taught the future punishment of the wicked 
after and not before the judgment. 

“But be will burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire.” Matt. 
83:12. “And if thy hand offend thee, cut it off; it is better for thee 
to enter into life maimed, than having two hands to gointo hell, 
into the fire that never shall be quenched*’ Mark 9: 438. - “And if 
thy foot offend thee, eut it off; it is better for thee to enter halt 


into life, than, having two feet to be cast into hell, into the fire 
that never shall be quenched.” Mark 9: 45. 


In these passages, the expression ‘‘unquenchable 
fire,” and ‘‘the fire that never shall be quenched,” are 
presented as unquestionable proofs of the perpetuity 
of the miserable existence of the wicked in hell. Let 
it be observed, that whatever of perpetuity belongs to 
these expressions, pertains not, according to the literal 
expression, to the:oljects upon which the fire acts, 
but to the fire itself. That the wicked should be com- 
pared to chaff, which of all materials is the most ra- 
pidly consumed, is far from ceuntenancing the theory 
of everlasting endurance in torment. But let us 
compare these passages with others. For example, 
in the prophet Jeremiah, ‘But if ye will not hearken 
unto me to hallow the sabbath day, and not to bear 
a burden, even entering in at the gates of Jerusalem 
on the sabbath day; then will I kindle a fire in the 
gates thereof, and it shall devour the palaces of Je- 
rusalem, and it shall not be quenched.” Jer. 17: 27. 
And yet the same prophet predicts that Jerasalem 
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to the words eternal and everlasting, I have only to) shall be rebuilt, ‘‘Thus saith the Lord, Behold I wit 
bring again the captivity of Jacob’s tents, and have - 


mercy on his dwelling places, and the city shall be 
builded upon her own heap, and the palace shall re- 
main after the manner thereof.” Jer. 30: 18. 

Jehovah commands the prophet Ezekiel, ‘‘Son of 
man, set thy face toward the south * * and say to 
the forest of the south, Hear the word of the Lord. 
Thus saith the Lord, Behold I will kindle a fire in 
thee, and it shall devour every green tree in thee and 
every dry tree; the flaming flame shall not be quenched, 
and all faces from the south to the north shall be 
burned therein. And all flesh shall see that I the Lord 
have kindled it; it shall not.be quenched.” Ez. 20: 46. 

The fulfilment of these menaces upon Jerusalem, its 
final destruction by the Roman power, will sufficiently 
explain that the scriptural expressions of ‘anquench- 
able fire,’ and ‘fire that shall never be quenched,’ 
while they indicate the terrible severity of the Divine 
displeasure, do not denotea fire that shall never be ex- 
tinguished. They determine nothing relative to its 
duration; but only to its efficiency as an agent of des- 
truction. Isaiah asks— 

“Who amony us shall dwell with the devouring 
among us shal] dwell with everlasting burnings?” 
The kind of dwelling to which the prophet refers, may be seen by 
casting the eye a verse or two back, (Isa.33: 11-12,) where the 
wicked are described as “chaff,” “stubble,” ‘as thorns cut up shall 
they be burnt in the fire.” Hence, these materials of rapid com- 
bustion are said to dwell with “devouring fire,” not preserving fire, 
and the phrase “everlasting burnings” in the end of the verse is 
explained by the phrase “devouring fire” in the beginning. With 
this representation corresponds Paul’s description of the Divine 
vengeance, “Our God is aconsuming fire.” Heb. 12: 29, 

Two passages in the book of Kevelation are often referred to as 
being decisive of this question. “If any man worship the beast 
and his image, and receive his mark in his forehead, or in his 
hand, the same shall drink of the wine of the wrath of God, which 
is poured out without mixture into the cup of his indignation; 
and he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone in the pre- 
sence of the holy angels, and in the presence of the Lamb; and 
the smoke of their torment ascendeth up for ever and ever; and 
they have no rest day nor night.” Rey.14. “And the Deyil 
that deceived them was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, 


where the beast and the false prophet are, and shall be tormented 
day and night for ever and ever.” Rey. 20: 10. 


Although it is always assumed by those who main- 
tain that future punishment is eternal torture, that 
these passages refer to the future punishment of the 
wicked, it is contended by many that they describe 
rather a condition of misery prior to the final con 
summation. If it be replied that the extreme anguish 
which is threatened in these extracts, is more pro- 
perly descriptive of torment in the future than the 
present, it can be shown that it is not more severe 
than was actually experienced by the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem and Edom, and therefore may as likely, so 
far as the imagery of suffering is concerned, refer to 
the present as to the future. But I pass thisby. It 
is apparent this language borrows its expressions 
from the awful judgments denounced on Edom or 
Idumea, and may therefore be properly illustrated by 
a comparison with the prophecy in Isaiah, «For it is 
the day of the Lord’s vengeance, and the year of re- 
compense forthe controversy of Zion. And the streams 
thereof (Idumea) shall be turned into pitch, and the 
dust thereof into brimstone, and the land thereof shall 
become burning pitch. It shall not be quenched night 
nor day; the smoke thereof shall go up for ever: from 
generation to generation it shall lie waste; none shall 
pass through it for ever andeyer”’ Isa. 84: 8-10, 

Now, here is language quite as strong, indeed 
stronger, than that which occurs in the book of Rev- 
elation, and yet it is applied to the land of Idumea, 
where the fire has long been quenched, and the smoke 
has ceased toascend up, exceptin the figurative sense 
of a perpetual memorial. This language, let it be 
observed, according to the illustration now given, is 
not incompatible with a limited duration. The lan- 
guage in the book of Revelation, like that of the He- 


Sire? Who 


Isa. 33: 14. " 
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brew prophets, is highly poetical and emblematical, 
and can never be justly pressed into an argument for 
the eternal duration of torment, as the future recom- 
pense of the wicked. 

From the above comparison of passages of the New 
with the Old Testament, it is, I think, beyond debate, 
that the phrases ‘‘unquenchable fire,” &c., are hyper- 
bolical expressions, which, if they are interpreted, as 
they should be, according to the meaning they have 
in the Vid Testament, whence they are quoted, will 
be found to describe not a condition of endless tor- 
Mment, but very grievous suffering, to be followed by 
4 final annihilation. The fire is fitly termed *‘un- 
quenchable,” because it will utterly destroy by a re- 
sistless, inextinguishable’ energy. 

Another phrase demands special consideration, be- 
Cause it is always cited with confidence by the advo- 
cates of the popular theory. This phrase occurs in 
Mark, and is thrice repeated, ‘“‘Where their worm 
dieth not.” Mark 9: 44, 46, 48. This is an expres- 
sive image quoted from the prophet Isaiah; and an 
examination of the original passage will, I think, 
convince any candid inquirer that, instead of up- 
holding the dogma of eternal torment, it is at irre- 
concilable variance with it. This expression is some- 
times explained metaphorically, of the conscience 
which excites an eternal remorse in the bosoms of the 
wicked. But this is evidently not its meaning. The 
passage is as follows: ‘‘And they shall go forth and 
look upon the carcases of the men that have trans- 
gressed against me; for their worm shall not die, nei- 
ther shall their fire be quenched; and they shall be an 
abhorring unto all flesh.” Isa. 66: 24. What the pro- 
phet states is simply this, that so numerous shall be 
these loathsome and putrefying carcases, that, hyper- 
bolically speaking, the worms willnever make an end 
of feeding on them, nor the fire of consuming them. 
A glance at the passage will at once convince that the 
meaning is mot that the ‘worm’ of living persons shall 
not die, but the ‘worm’ of their ‘carcases;’ so that 
what is here intended is the putrefaction of dead bo- 
dies, and not the exquisite eternal torment of the liv- 
ing. Like the ‘unquenchable fire,’ which will not be 
extinguished until it has completed its work, the un- 
dying worm will do its part in the complete demoli- 
tion of the wicked. This expression, instead of im- 
plying, excludes the idea of conscious and everlast- 
ingly protracted pain. 

* Much light may be cast upon the nature and du- 
‘ration of future punishment, by a consideration of 
the term which, with one exception, to which I will 
presently refer, is always used in the original Scrip- 
tures to signify the place of future punishment. This 
term is Gehenna, or Gehennem, and is derived from 
two Hebrew words, Ge, a valley, and Hinnom, the 
name of a person, at one time its possessor. The 
valley of Hinnom, situate near Jerusalem, had been 
the scene of those abominable sacrifices which the 
Jews had perpetrated, when they burned alive their 
children to Baal and Moloch. There the disgusting 
remains of these horrid sacrifices were left to be con- 
sumed by fire and worms; and from this place the 
name was derived which denotes, both in the Hebrew 
and Greek tongues, the place of future punishment. 
If analogy had anything to do with this appropriation 
of the term Gehenna, it is difficult to see how a loath- 
some valley of decomposing and smouldering human 
remains which were being gradually consumed, should 
fitly depict a state of conscious, unending misery, as 
the punishment cf the wicked. Ifthe valley of Hin- 
nom wasa typeof the Gehenna of the damned, the 
unconsciousness and gradual consumption of its dead car- 
cases, cannot portray the consciousness and eternity of 
living persons. Analogy suggests rather that sufferine 
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to be followed by the corruption of death is the portion 
of the guilty in the future righteous retributicn. 

“Tt may be said indeed,” says Archbishop Whately, ‘that sup- 
posing man’s soul to be an immaterial being, it eannot be 
consumed and destroyed by literal material fire or worms. That 
is true: but no more can it suffer from them. We all know that 
no fire, literally so called, can give us any pain unless it reach 
our bodies. ‘Lhe ‘fire,’ therefore, and the ‘worm’ that are spoken 
of, must at any rate, it would seem, be something figuratively so 
called—something, that is, to the soul what worms and fire are 
toa body. Andas the effect of worms or fire is, not to preserve 
the body they prey upon, but to consume. destroy, and put an 
end to it, it would follow, if the correspondence hold good, that 
the fire, figuratively so called, which is prepared for the con- 
demned, is something that is really to destroy and put an end fo 
them; and is called everlusting or unquenchatle fire, to denote that 
they are not to be saved from it, but that their destruction is to 
be jinal. So in the parable of the tares our Lord describes him- 
selfas saying, ‘Gather ye first the tares and bind them in bun- 
ales to burn them; but gather the wheat into my garner,’ as if to 
denote that the one is to be (as we know is the practice of the 
husbhandman) carefully preserved, and the other completely pué 
an end to.”—ITevelation of a Future State. 

The only place where Gehenna is not used to de- 
scribe the place of torment, is in the discourse of our 
Lord concerning the rich man and Lazarus. Luke 16: 
19-51, Here, as in an impregnable position, our op- 
ponents entrench themselves, and bid exulting defi- 
ance, as if our object were to gain a theological vie- 
tory, rather than to getat the truth. This is thetext, 
when their teaching is openly challenged, from which 
to preach a silencing sermon both for foes and friends. 


Venture to impugne the popular preaching on the doc- 


trine of everlasting torment, and the parable of the 
rich man and Lazarus is either the text or the grand 
conclusive illustration of every orthodox sermon 
which professes to repel ihe assault. From this there 
can be no appeal, at least such is the orthodox convic- 
tion. Now we venture to attack this last retreat itself 
with no other weapon than ‘the sword of the Spirit, 
which is the Word of God;’ and we think to be able to 
show that so far from affording any support to the 
popular doctrines which are built upon it, itis directly 
opposed to those doctrines, and virtually denies them. 
Let me, however, first introduce here a quotation 
from the admirable volume of Trench on the Parables, 
for the purpose of explaining the use of the parable 


in Scripture exposition: 

“The parables may not be made first sources of doctrine. Doc- 
trines, otherwise and already grounded, may be illustrated, or 
indeed further confirmed by them, but it is not allowable to con- 
stitute doctrine first by their aid. They may be the outer orna~ 


mental fringe, but not the main texture of the proof. For from 
the literal to the figurative, from the clearer to the more obscure, 
has been ever recognized as the law of Scripture interpretation. 
This rule, however, has been often forgotten, and controversial- 
ists, looking round for arguments with which to sustain some 
weak position. one for which they can find no other support in 
Scripture, often invent for themselves supports in these.” 

This error of making the parable the first source of 
doctrine is that into which the popular expounders of 
the parable of the rich man and Lazarus haye fallen. 
They asswme, that it isa matter of fact, areal historic 
occurrence, which our Lord narrates; an assumption 
which erroneously has its origin in the belief, that it 
would be inconsistent with the dignity of any teacher 
of truth, and eminently of the Great Teacher, to il- 
lustrate his doctrine by any kind of narrative but that 
of fact. It should be remembered that the object of 
a parable is to make plain something else by means 
of analogy. Whether the parable be in itself true or 
not, is not the question. If this parable must be a 
real history, on the ground that the Great Teacher 
could not consistently suppose or ereate a case for the 
purpose of illustration, then all our Lord’s parables 
must, for the same reason, be actual historic occur- 
rences. Let us, on this principle, take the parable 
of the Marriage of the King’s son. It is said that 
when the king “came in to see the guests, he saw 
there a man who had not on a wedding garment,” 
and having expostulated with him on his gratuitous 
insult. he commanded his servants ‘‘to bind him hand 
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and fuot, and take him away, and cast him into outer 
darkness, there shall be weeping and gnashing of 
teeth.” The punishment of this offender for a mere 
breach of etiquette, is described in the terms which 
are employed to express the final suffering of the 
wicked in the future punishment. Is this parable, 
then, a real history? If so, it must have been in the 
power of this insulted monarch, whoever he was, to 
consign a man to that punishment which specially 
awaits the impenitent in the future righteous retri- 
bution! The probability is, that mot one of our Lord’s 
parables was an actual occurrence, but merely a sup- 
posed case—a higher sort of apologue. 

The parable of the rich man and Lazarus has been 
perverted, not designedly I by any means would in- 
sinuate, to teach the doctrines of the separate state 
of the human soul, and a condition of existence in 
death—of conscious happiness for the righteous, and 
conscious suffering for the wicked; and this, be itre- 
marked, on the ground that our Lord was delivering 
an actual narrative of fact. Now, let us attempt the 
explanation of this parable on the supposition that it 
is a history and not a supposed case, and it will be 
obvious what inconsistencies and confusion will neces- 
sarily ensue. We are informed, that “‘the beggar 
died, and was carried by the angels into Abraham’s 
bosom;” “‘the rich man also died, and was buried.” 
Here are three historic persunages we are to suppose 
dwelling as disembodied souls, in a state of conscious 
existence, immediately after death, and before their 
resurrection, The souls of Abraham and Lazarus in 
heavenly bliss, and the soul of the rich man in miser- 
able torment; not eternal torment, for nothing is said in 
this parable about the duration of the rich man’s 
torment. 

Now, what is the aspect of, and what transpiresin, 
this intermediate state? Here heaven and hell are 
represented as visible to each other—in sufficiently 
close proximity for the inhabitants of the one to be 
within hearing of those of the other. ‘The rich man 
sees Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in his bosom. 
And he cried and said, Father Abraham, have mercy 
on me, and send Lazarus that he may dip the tip of 
his finger in water and cool my tongue, for lam tor- 
mented in this flame.” These are said to be disem- 
bodied souls conversing. The beggar died, and his 
soul was carried by the angels to Abraham’s bosom. 
The rich man also died, and his body was buried in 
the grave. What strange conversation for’separate 
bodiless souls! Abraham’s soul has, like his body, a 
bosom. Lazarus has a finger that he can dip in water, 
and the rich man has a parched tongwe, and is endu- 
ring literal torment by the ‘flame’ of fire! And we 
have been assured moreover, with respect to the rich 
man that his Jody was buried in the grave! Besides 
all this, here are represented the enjoyment and suf- 
fering of recompenses before judgment has heen pro- 
nounced—and the judgment day is fixed for after the 
resurrection! How is any proof to be derived from 
this parable of the separate state of the immortal 
soul? And how, when there are such strange incon- 
sistencies on this interpretation, can there be drawn 
hence the proof that there is conscious life for the 
dead when they are dead, and before their resurrection? 

But on the other hand it isreplied, the scene which 
our Lord deserilfes is evidently one between death and 
resurrection—for, in the first place, the word hell is 
in the Greek not Gehenna, which is always used in 
the Scriptures to signify the place of final future pun- 
ishment, but Hades, which, with the same uniformity 
of usage, always denotes in the Scriptures the’state 
or place of the dead. Therefore, as the scene is laid 
in Hades, there must be a state of conscious life for 
seyarate souls immediately after death. 


And in the next place, the conversation between 
Abraham and the rich man occurs while the ‘five 
brethren” of the latter are alive on the earth—for he 
prays that Abraham will send Lazarus to his ‘‘fa- 
ther’s house, that he may testify unto them, les 
they also come into this place of torment.” ‘ 

Now, I readily admit that here we have some ap- 
parent countenance of the popular doctrines. But 
let us not forget the law of parabolic interpretation, 
that the parables must not be made first sources of 
doctrine. In searching for the Scriptural evidence for 
the separate state and immortality of the soul, andan 
intermediate state of consciousness for the dead, I dis- 
cover none—not even the faintest evidence, from one 
end of the Bible to the other. The terms and phrases 
which are employed to express these doctrines by their 
modern advocates, are not derived from the Bible, but, 
like the doctrines themselves, are of human invention. 
As therefore these doctrines are nowhere taught, but 
on the contrary are by implication disavowed in the bi- 
ble, we ought not to allow this solitary parable to be the 
autherity for such important and extraordinary teaching. 

Literally and historically interpreted, this parable 
is incapable of conveying any instruction whatever, 


and therefore we are of necessity compelled to give _ 


up the attempt to treat it as a.matter of fact. On this 
account it was impossible that the dullest of our Lord’s 


auditors should mistake his meaning, and imagine | 


him to teach doctrines which the whole of his minis- 
try disallowed and condemned. It must have béen 
obvious to all those who heard this parable from the 
lips of Christ, that it was a case supposed or invented 
according to his usual method of exemplifying his in- 
structions. And no less obvious would its teaching 
be to us, were we free from the dominion of educa- 
tional prejudices. Having been taught that the soul 
of man is capable of a separate ‘state of conscious ex- 
istence, and that when a man is dead he is not dead, 
but alive in another state, it is natural enough that 
we should expound this parable in agreement with 
these dogmas. And it is only when we are able to 
divest ourselves of that implicit confidence in the 
truth of all thatwe have been taught from childhood, 
and to come with intelligent and devout inquiry to 
the source of all religious truth, the bible, that we 
discover, and are qualified to correct these errors. 
Giving up, then, as we are compelled to do, the 
historic character of this parable, and adopting the 
only other opinion, thatiit is a case invented or sup- 
posed for the sake of the moral it conveyed, we see at 
once that every difficulty vanishes, and that the par- 
able utters a solemnly intelligible lesson to all who 
have ears to hear. Our Lord had been discoursing 
to his disciples upon the impossibility of loving God 
supremely, while they coveted the wealth of this 
world. ‘‘No servant can serve two masters, for either 
he will hate the one and loye the other, or else he 
will hold to the one and despise the other, 
not serve God and mammon.” Certain Pharisees 
were standing by and heard this discourse, and we 
are informed that being ‘coyetous they derided him.’ 
They supposed that as sons of Abraham their salva- 
tion could not be endangered by their love of riches 


Ye can-— 


and the luxurious ease in which they lived. Now it _ 


was to expose the folly and futility of their confidence 
in Abraham, while they loved supremely and covet- 
ously'their wealth, that this parable of the rich man 
and Lazarus was delivered. Moreover, the case of 
the covetous Pharisees was a desperate one. When 
men can go so far as to deride the plain, salutary 


lessons of truth, they have made melancholy progress | 


on the road to death. And when this spirit of deri- 
sion ;takes its rise from the deeply-seated covetous- 


ness of their hearts, their case is all but hopeless. 1f _ 


4 
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the lessons of truth cannot break the bonds of their 
sordid slavedom, nothing else will. A voice fromthe 
silent tomb, or 


would be .equally unavailing, 


| truths by a supposed case was the design of this par- 
able. 


thy son of Abraham against whom he brought uo 
charge of gross immorality beyond that all-absorbing 


4 one went unto them from the dead,’ 
To exemplify these 


Our Lord imagined the case of a certain weal- 


covetousness which inclined him to fare sumptuously 


every day, while he neglected the wants of his poorer 
brother, who was allowed to lie at his gate in suffer- 
ing indigence, 


and left to 


be ministered to by the 
dogs who came to do, 


in their best way, those kind 
whose gate he 
was laid ‘full of sores.” Both the rich man and the 
beggar were sons of Abraham, as the dialogue shows; 


but only the beggar was admitted to the spiritual 


privileges of the Abrahamic sonship; the rich man 
was disowned and rejected. To exhibit this rejection 
of the rich Jew by his father Abraham, our Lord 
gave a supposed scenic representation of the inter- 
view. To do this it was needful that he should give 
existence and utterance to the sileat and unconscious 
dead. Hence the scene is laid in Hades, the state of 
the dead, not Gehenna, the place of the future pun- 
ishment. Because the covetous Jew will be tormented 
in the all-consuming fire, and the suffering beggar be 


exalted to the joys of Paradise, they are represented 


respectively realizing their condition. It is as if our 


Lord had said, Were these three deceased persons, 


Abraham, the rich man; and Lazarus alive, and now 
that the events of this probationary life are over, 
brought into each other’s presence, such as I have 
described would be the character and circumstances 
of the interview. And could that deeeased selfish 
one but know the fearful recompense which awaits 
him after his resurrection—could he but utter the 
warning voice to his five brethren who are following 
his fatal example on earth—he would speak to them 
from the grave, or commission some happy Lazarus 
to go ‘unto them from the dead.’ Hence the repre- 


| sentation of the proximity of the places of the blessed 
and condemned, and the occurrence of the imagined 
scene while the five brethren of the rich man are on 
the earth. The whole scene is a supposed one; the 


grave is peopled with living intelligence, and its still 
silence only broken by imagined discourse, for the 


‘sake of administering a solemn warning to those mo- 


ney-loving and self-righteous Pharisees who derided 
our Lord. I ask, if this explanation is not the only 
reasonable one, and if it does not clear up every cir- 
eumstance connected with this important parable? 
Let me ask if this explanation is not perfectly con- 
sistent with the dignity and mode of teaching of our 
Lord? Is it not usual with the prophets of the Lord 
to portray hades, the state or region of the dead, by 
the imagery of a powerfully fortified city, with its 
massive gates, which close with irresistible security 
upon the captive dcad? Do they not uniformly speak 
of them as knowing nothing, as dwelling in darkness, 
and awful scence in the land of forgetfulness? Ocea- 
sionally, like our Lord in this parable, they personify 
the dead, and give them both action and speech, as 
in that sublime figure in which Isaiah raises up from 
their thrones in Hades all the deceased kings of the 
nations, to taunt the tyrant of Babylon with his own 
mortality and weakness.. The Jews were familiar 
with such personifications of death—examples of 
which are furnished in all languages—and therefore 
to insist, in spite of all the unconquerable difficulties 
upon expounding this figure of the rich man and La- 
zarus as an historic fact, exhibits a pitiable tenacity 
of a favorite prejudice and a mischievous determina- 
tion, like the Jews of old, to keep their traditions con- 


aay to the voice both 
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of candor and the Scriptures, 
Itis too commonly taken for granted that the place and ele- 
ments of torment are actually in existence; and that the wicked, the 
moment of their decease, are tranferred thither, Now, there are 
two Serious objections to this belief; one is, that, on this supposi- 
tion, only a part of the man, his spirit, can be supposed to be in 
torment, because his body is in the grave. Buton this hypoth- 
esis, the man, who ought to be the subject of punishment, cannot 
possibly be so, beeause, until the body and soul are re-united, the 
man, properly speaking, does not exist. Even admitting the 
possibility of his being so punished, which maybe doubted, he ig 
being only partially tormented until the resurrection and re- 
sumption ofthis body. Avain, this belief is at variance with the 
teaching of Scripture, which declares that the judgment precedes 
the punishment; but, according to this opinion, punishment pre- 
cedes the judgment. All these inconsistencies and errors are the 
reasonable consequence of departing from the teaching of the Bi- 
ble, and listening to ‘science falsely so called?’ instead of to the 
voice of Scripture. Ifthe Bible be read carefully on this subject, 
it will be found that hell, the place of punishment of the wicked, 
does not yet exist.. Satan and his companion apostates, although 
they may be enduring a hell of some sort, are not in the hell 
which they are to endure in common with wicked men. He is 
denominated “the prince of the power Of the air,” and he ‘goes 
about asa roaring lion, seeking whom he may devour.” The 
Apostle Peter distinctly informs us that the destruction of our 
earth by fire, will accomplish at the same time the destruction of 
the wicked. “The heavens and the earth which are now,” he 
Says, “by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire 
against the day of judgment, and perdition of ungodly men.” 2 
Pet. 3:7. This Seripture authority will confirm our view of the 
narrative of the rich man and Lazarus—that our Lord did not 
refer to an actual history, but invented the story in the manner 
of the parable, for the sake of the instruction which he designed 
to impart. We must turn, then, to other sources of information 
on this important subject, than to the, mere words and similes 
which are employed in Scripture; although these, when inter- 
preted according to their plain meaning, give a most emphatie 
contradiction to the popular theory. Having engaged your at- 
tention with the principal phrases and Passages of scripture, 
upon which the arguments for eternal torment are constructed, 
and which Ihope you clearly See, are, to say the least, very 
doubtful foundations of a doctrine so fearfully awful, and which 
clashes so painfully with our perceptions of the divine character 
and government, let me now place before you some of the many 
passages which might be cited, to prove that the punishment of 
the wicked will issue in their final extinction of being. 


That the force of these passages may notbe neutralized, I must 
request you to recall to your memory what has already been 
proved in the preceding lectures, viz: that immortality is not the 
personal possession of man; but isa gift to him under certain 
conditions, through our Lord Jesus Christ. If, then, the wicked 
shall endure, as their appropriate punishment hereafter, an un- 
ending existence in misery, immortality, or endless life, will be 
conferred upon them, as well as upon the believer in Christ; but 
the Scriptures teach us that immortality is the peculiar privilege 
of the regenerate! To be fitted for everlasting misery, they must 
be constituted, previous to their banishment into miserable exile, 
immortal beings, otherwise as nrortal beings they are constitu- 
tionally unfitted to bear the terrible punishment which it is as- 
sumed will be their award. But is not this a very awful and 
dangerous representation ot the moral administration of God? 
Such an exhibition of the final award of punishment contradicts 
one of our most common perceptions of strict justice; it disregards 
what is essential to a righteous administration—that there 
should be a proportion between the penalty and the crime. If 
men sin as mortals, justice requires that, as mor tals, they shall be 
punished, It is inconceivable that the divine Being, whose acts 
are ever in accordance with the strictest equity, should award a 
punishment infinitely beyond the native capability of endurance, 
and to fit the guilty being for its terrible infliction, should re- 
create him, and cast anew and alarming element—the element 
of immortality—into his constitution. ‘Shall not the Judge of 
all the earth do'right?” Had he not revealed the righteous prin- 
ciples, upon which his decisions will be based, when he assures 
us that every one shall be judyed and recompensed according to 
his deeds, opportunities and circumstances? The popular theory 
etcrnal torment inyolves thisinjustice or the absurdity of a finite 
being becoming capable of an infinite burden of suffering. 

Lei the following Scripture statements prove whether the bible 
doctrine of the future punishment of the wicked does not more 
obviously agree with the bible doctrine of the native mortality 
of man than the philosophic conceit of human immortality. If 
we had formed no opinion upon the nature and duration of future 
punishment, but had ascertained that the Bible taught the mor- 
tality and perishabiencss of our fallen nature, we should expect 
to find such descriptions given as would Obviously accord with 
this previous instruction. I submit, then, the following, out of 
many passages which might be selected for your consideration. 


The terms “consume,” “destroy,” “destruction,” and “corrup- 
tion,” used to denote the nature of future punishment. 


“The wicked shall perish, and the enemies of the Lord shall be 
as the fat of lambs; they shall consume, into smoke shall they 
consume away.” Ps. 57:20. “Let the sinners be consumed out 
of the earth, and let the wicked be no more.” Ps. 104: 35. “And 
then shall that wicked be reyealed, whom the Lord shall consume 
with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness 
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of his coming.” 2 Thess. 2: 8, (anatosei katurgeset.) “For when 
they shall say peace and safety, then sudden destruction cometh 
upon them * and they shall not escape.” 1'Thess 3, (vlethaos.) 
“But these as natural brute beasts made to be tuken and des- 
troyed, speak eval of the things which they understand not; and 
shall utteriy perish jn their own corruption.” 2 Pet, 2:12. 
(Puthorum) ©Who shall be punished with everlasting destruc- 
tion from the presenee of the Lord, and from the glory of his 
power.” 2 ‘thess, 1: 9. (Olethron aionion.) ~Kear not th m 
which kiil the body, but are not able to kill the soul: not, as 
some suppose, because it is immortal and indestructible, as is 
shown by the latter part of the text, “but rathcr far him which 
is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” Matt. 10: 28, (apo- 
lesei, from upollunui, to bring to nought, to render void.) “Lhe 
Lord preserveth all them that love him; but all the wicked will 
he destroy.’ Ps. 14: 20, 

The employment of the terms “perish,” devour.” “perdition,” 
to describe the nature of future punishment. ‘That whosoever 
believeth in him should not perish, but have eternal life.” John 
3:15, (apoleetui.) “And I give unto them eternal life, and they 
shall neyer perish.” John 10: 28, (apolontai.) “Behold, ye des- 
pisers, and wonder, and perish.” Acts 13: 41, (aphanistheete, lit- 
erally, vanish. See also Rom. 2: 12; 1 Cor. 1: 18. 2 Cor. 2: 15; 2 
Thess. 2: 10; 2 Pet. 2:12.) ‘There remaineth no more sacrifice 
for sins, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment and fiery 
indignation which shall devour the adversaries.” Heb. 10: 26, 
27, (esthien.) “ln nothing terrified by your adversaries; which 
is to them an evident token of perdition, but to you of salvation, 
and that of God.” Phil. 1: 28, (apoleius.) ‘But we are not of 
them who draw back unto perdition, but of them that believe to 
the saving of the soul,” (life.) Heb. 10: 39. See also 1 Tim. 6: 7; 
2 Pet. 3: 7, (apoleian.) 

The employment of the term “death,” as descriptive of the na- 
ture of future punishment. “Verily, verily, I say unto you, if 
aman keep my saying, he shall never see death. Then said the 
Jews unto him, Now we know that thou hasta devil. Abrahant 
is dead, and the prophets; and thou sayest, If a man keep my 
saying, he shall never taste of death.” John 8: 51-52, (thanatos.) 
“Hor the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me 
free from the luw of sin and death. For to be carnally minded 
is death, but to be spiritually minded is life and peace.” Rom. 
8: 2,6. ‘What fruit had ye then in those things whereof ye are 
now ashamed? for the end of those things is death. For the wa- 
ges of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus 
Christ our Lord.” Rom. 6: 21-23. “Who (the Gentiles) know- 
ing the judgment of God, that they which do such things are 
worthy of death.” Rom. 1:32. ‘All liars shall have their part 
in the lake which burneth with fireand brimstone; which.is the 
second death.” Rev.21: 8. ‘And death and hades were castinto 
the lake of fire. ‘his is the second death.” Rev. 20: 14, (thana- 
tos 0 deuteros thanatos.) 

Ponder attentively this last extract from the book of Revela- 
tion: “This is the second death,” Here an analogy is drawn be- 
tween the death of the future punishment, and the death which 
men endure in this life. Look, brethren,,in imagination upon 
the corpse of the dead, and say whether that suggests conscious- 
ness and sensation, as being the everlasting portion of the wick- 
ed hereafter. It is also said that death and hades shall be cast 
into the lake of fire. Death and hades are mere abstractions, 
mere personifications, and not personalities; are death and hades, 
then, to be associated with: the wicked in the endurance of ever- 
Jasting torment? Is not this imagery a most emphatie picture 
of what the ‘great voice out of heaven” said, ‘here shall be no 
more death?” Rey, 21:4. Death and hades are to be cast into the 
lake of fire, to be, asit were, destroyed, together with the wicked. 

Lam aware that attempts are made to obviate this conclusion, 
by affirming that all these terms are but figures of speech, and 
that they have a spiritual meaning. On the figurative interpre- 
tation of these and other similar words, I have already remarked 
in a former lecture, (II.) in which I think it was clearly shown 
that the system of figurative interpretation was neither required 
nor justified, and that it did but obscure the plain meaning of the 
WordofGod. If the conejusions at Which we arrived in the for- 
mer lectures Ke correct, as I cannot but beli¢ve every impartial 
student of God’s Word will allow, viz: that Adam failed to secure 
in kden for himself and his posterity the conditional privilege 
of immortality, and that immortality is brought by Christ, and 
is the gift of the Father through him to believers ouly—then 
there is a positive necessity that the words destruction, perishing, 
consuming, devouring, perdition, and death, to which might be 
added some very expressive similes, should be Mterally under- 
stood as descriptive of the future punishment of the witked, un- 

_ less the other and only alternative be accepted, that God will im- 
mortalize the wicked that they may he capable of enduring their 
everlasting torture. But such a supposition is most impious in 


its aspect towards the righteous God, and most unjust towards | 


the wicked: and, therefore, the conclusion is wnotoifable, that 
they will ultimately be blotted out of existence, “hey shall per- 
ish with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord.” 
“This is the second death,” 

Look at the popular doctrincof unending torment, in the view 
of the passage which stands at the head of this lecture, The 
Creator himself declares that the human soul could not sustain 
his everlasting wrath, that it would fail or perish under the 
pressure of such protracted indignation. Ileave it, then. with 
the advocates of the popular theory to say, if they will charge 
God with the dreadful intention of supernaturally strengthening 
the wicked for the endurance of punishment. They are on the 


horns of no common dilemma, from which an abandonment of 
| their theory can alonetextricate them. Let them compare their 
theory of eternal torment with my text, “I will not contend for 
eyer, neither will I be always wroth; for the spirit should fail 
before me. and the souls which I have made.” 

On the nature and details of the future punishment of the 
wicked there is considerable diversity of opinion even among 
those professing Christians who arrogate to themselves the claim 
of being the orthodox or evangelical church. One will under- 
stand the term “fire” in its literal sense, and believe that this is 
to be the material agent of the endless torment of the wicked. 
Another will discard this conception of the literal element of fire 
as gross and plebeian, and affirm that the agencies of torment are 
not material, but moral: obviously proving that the prevailing 
notions of the future punishment differ considerably, are rather 
general than specific, vague than well defined, and originating 
less in scriptural than conjectural causes. — " 

The language of the apostle Peter previously quoted, is 80 eX 
plicit that none but such as prejudge this question can possibly 
mistake its instruction. “The heavens and the earth which are 
now by the same wordare kept in store reserved unto fire against 
the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men.” 2 Pet. 3:7, 

In this passage are the following plain revelations. First. the 
earth is to be destroyed by fire. Lower down in the same chap- 
ter he says: “The day of the Lord will come as a thiefin thenight 
in which the heavens shall pass away witha great noise, and the 
elements shall melt with fervent heat, the earth also and the 
works that,ar@ therein shall be burnt up.” And again, “All 
these things shall be dissolved.” ‘The heavens being on fire 
shall be dissolved.” Here is no room for any diversity of opinion 
with regard to the meaning of the word “fire.” Let it then be 
observed in the next place, that Peter assures us that the burn 


ing of the world is to be the time and means of the future pun- ~ 


ishmeat. The “heavens” or“superjacent atmosphere, with the 
“earth,” are to be destroyed by fire, but their.destruction is ‘re- 
served” until after the decisions of “the day of judgment.” and 
for the purpose of effecting ‘the perdition of ungodly men.” 

The instruction of this passage is beyond misapprehension, and 
the following are its undeniable revelations. 

1. The agent of the future punishment is literal fire. 

2. The fire of bell is not yet kindled, and;will not be until af 
ter the wicked are raised from the dead, and‘ the processes of the 
great judgment are completed. 

3, The future punishment will not be an endless preservation 
in misery, buta total destruction or annihilation. 

On the authority of this one passage alone we are justified in 
pronouncing the modern notions about the nature, time and du- 
ration of the future punishment as altogether false’and mischie- 
yous. Taken in connection with what precedes, it*must surely 
convince every impartial student of God’s Word, that the popu- 
lar teaching on this painfully interesting subject is anti-scriptu- 
ral and adverse to the integrity and efficiency of scriptural Chris- 


tianity. We are not therefore to understand by the fire of hell, © 


the chastisement of a condemning conscience, since the fire 
which consumes the world will be thesinstrument of the future 
punishment. Neither are we to believe that immediately after 
death and before the resurrection is there any place or conscious- 
ness of punishment for the wicked, since the burning of the 
world at the last day is to kindle the “lake of fire” to consum- 
mate “the perdition of ungodly men.” Nor are we to represent 
this burning of the wicked to be everlasting, since they will be 
in the midst of the burning world, and will share its fate, which 
is to “‘pass away,” to be “dissolved,” and “burnt up.” ‘For be- 
hold the day cometh,” says the prophet Malachi, “that shall. 
burn as an oven; and all the proud, yea, and all that do wick- 
edly shall be stubble: and the day that cometh shall burn them 
up, saith the Lord of hosts, that it shall leave them neither root 
nor branch. And ye shall tread down the wicked, and they shall 
be ashes under the soles of your feet in the day that I shall do 
this, saith the Lord of hosts.” Ch. 4: 1-35. 

I cannot feel the weight. of the objection which some have 
brought against this exposition of the doctrine of future punish- 
ment, that it is a license to the wicked to continue in sin. Who, 
Lask, are they that secretly felicitate themselves in the hope of a 
final annihilation? Are they not those who now, even in the 
very teeth of the threatening of the popular creed, will, with 
terrible effrontery and hardihood, sin on, despite the everlasting 
wailings whieh they are taught they mustendure? Say not that 
igive the reins to impiety because I proclaim a cessation to the 
“weeping, and wailing, ard gnashing of teeth? In the plastic 
hand of the wicked, there is scareely any doctrine that may not 
be most mischievobusly perverted. Were there not somein Paul’s 
‘ime, who, because he had taught that “where sin abounded 
| grace did much more abound,” said in their hearts, “let us sin 
| hen for the abundance of grace??? with whom he was obliged to 

oxpostulate, “Shall we continue in sin, that grace may abound? 
; God forbid.” Rom. 6:1. Therefore the doctrine of this lecture 
| must be discarded, for other reasons than because some awfully 

wicked spirits, who have made up their minds to sin that sin 
which is unto death—to blaspheme the Holy Ghost and die— 
pervert it to their own abandoned ends, thus exhibiting them- 
selves as “vessels of wrath fitted to destruction.” 

My answer then, to this objection is furnished in the inquiry, 
“What is truth?” Is the punishment of the wicked to be clernai 
torment or eternal destruction? “What saith the Scripture?” Tf 
it replies, “The wages of sin is death”—utter destruction—then 
my way is clear; my mission is, to tell the truth, and to leave 
consequences with God. If the Bible teaches thatthe wicked will 
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be eventually blotted out of existence, then he who believes this | 


to be the truth, and. like Origen, from motives of dishonest ex- 

pediency, preaches that mankind will be punished with everlast- 
Ing misery, tells a terrible and most mischievous liein the name 
of the Lord, and exemplifies the very spirit of priestcraft and 
spiritual deception. If God has declared that the wicked shall 
perish—be plucked up root and branch, burnt up, consumed, 
devoured, destroyed, fade away, be no more, die, that they shall 
utterly perish in their own corruption, and endure the second 
death—can it be obedience to God, and profitable for mankind, 
to say, that all this is figurative language—and that the wicked 
shall never die? Is it not to enact the great rebel, and to say as 
he did, in the very face of the Divine testimony, “¥e shall not 
surely die?” 

Now those persons who consider it a most dangerous thing to 

Geny the doctrine of eternal torment, and who are weak enough 
to believe that he who ventures to do so must be on the high 
road to infidelity, are generally those who have been induced to 
believe it, not because they discovered it in the Bible, but be- 
cause they haye been so taught. The extreme displeasure with 
which they denounce the imagined innovation, leads one to ask 
if they have any interest in upholding the popular doctrine. It 
surely does not minister to their sympathetic ease, to believe 
that hereafter a mighty multitude which no man can number 
shall live on in racking agonies throughout a lingering eternity! 
It is marvellous that human heartsshould repel a doctrine which 
their /eads, when soundest, are most ready to receive. This is 
unreasonable and unnatural. But I cannot believe that it is 
either the head or the heart that acts thus unadvisedly; it is a 
morbid timidity lest truth should not take care of itself, and er- 
for, despite its omnipotence, should spread havoc and desolation 
around. 

But, brethren, I have greater reason for being shocked at your 
upholding the doctrine of eternal torment, than you have for 
being shocked at me in denying it. Do you really believe that 
when an unregenerate human beimg dies, he is plunged into the 
terrible gulf of everlasting torment? How, then, can you min- 
gle with your ungodly neighbors and friends without constantly 
urging them, “tim season and out of season,” to flee from such 
wrath to come! How is it that you have not so warned every 
one that you came in contact with this day, despite the conven- 
tionalities of modern society? Your stupendous faith would jus- 
tify any manifestation of intrusive solicitude. How, believing 
this doctrine, can you calmly suffer days and months and years 
to be consumed in the varied concerns of this transient life, and 
not, Jonah-like, daily lift up your warning voice in the city of 
your habitation? And how can you lay your head upon your 

illow at night, and compose yourself to sleep, knowing that 
Eimdreds and thousands, in every part of the world, before you 
awake on the morrow, will have tasted the first bitter draught 
of the exhaustless cup, and have felt the first terrible pang of 
“the worm that never dies,” and “the fire that shall never be 
quenched!” low, I ask, can you give “sleep to your eyes and 
slumber to your eyelids,’ when, perhaps, the partner of your 
life, or your beloved children, or some other dear relative, may 
ajl the while be exposed to the unending torments of hell? Tell 
me not that you believe your doctrine—your indifference is ter- 
ribly crimmal if you do: the blood of humanity cries*bitterly 
against you! Your zeal for the dogma of eternal torments, while 
you are thus neglecting towarn dying men, is your heaviestand 
most severe rebuke. I prefer the doctrine of my text, which, 
while it does not deny the doctrine of the eternal punishment of 
the wicked, nor make the salvation of man less an object of in- 
terest and solicitude, yet gives a most emphatic-denial to the doc- 
trine of eternal torment. “I will not contend for ever, neither 
will I be always wroth; for the spirit should fail before me, and 
the souls which 1 have made.” a 

This subject is not to be treated as a mere matter of opinion, 
which we may hold or reject as we thiuk proper. If it be a part 
of God’s revealed truth that the wicked will ultimately be des- 
troyed, then it is utterly impossible to deny this truth without 
introducing considerable mischief into the evangelic system. We 
have only to.examine the effect of the popular doctrine upon the 
faith of the church, to be convinced that its influence is perni- 
cious. The Apostles preached in such a way, that they excited 
in their hearers a love for, and aspiration after, heaven; and 
their own inner life was manifestly the experience of joyful and 
ardent anticipation of the glory awaiting the righteous. The 
natural tendency of their preaching was to stimulate the ener- 
gies. exhilerate and elevate the heart, and develop and mature 
sanctified character. But this is not the tendency of most mo- 
dern preaching, especially where it is the habit of the preacher 
to dwell much upon the doctrine which I have ventured to re- 
pudiate. Instead of rejoicing the heart of believers, in giving 
them an all-engrossing expectation of their Lord’s second com- 

ing—instead of awakening in their hearts an carnest response 
to the Amen! of the Apocalyptist, when he said, “Come, Lord 
Jesus, come quickly !”—it impresses upon the church too effec- 
tively the painful conviction that this longed for revelation of 
Christ will be a revelation of wrath. The terrible nature of the 
popular,doctrine of future punishment almost annihilates the 
prospective pleasure which the church should enjoy. Heavenis, 
to a lamentable extent, anticipated as a refuge from hell, rather 
than longed for for its hallowed and blissful engagements. Can 
we wonder that the effect of such views and feelings should be to 
check the growth of a healthy and happy piety, since it destroys 
the operation of that perfect love which eminently characterized 
the ancient saints? var has supplanted the place of love in the 


bosoms of the mass, and until love is restored to its rightful 
pre-eminence in their sanctificd consciousness, in vain shall we 
expect to see, as the general experience of the Church, an ear- 
nest, self-denying, rejoicing piety. Paul says, “Rejoice in the 
Lord always;” but the heart of the Chureh is heavy and de- 
pressed—fear has vast out that “perfect love,” without which it 
is vain to exhort, and unreasonable to expect. Look, brethren, ' 
around you, and sce how few are rejoicing believers. Where 
there isone who knows what the “peace of God” is “which pas- 
seth all understanding,” there are twenty whose inner life is 
one uniform state ofdissatisfaction and uneasiness. ‘Their spirit 
is that of the slave, which scarcely dares look up to heaven, and 
still seldomer yearns to be admitted there. The “new earth 
wherein dwelleth righteousnets” is less frequently a first than a 
second thought: “the bottomless pit” is the gloomy suggestion 
of the brighter and better «vorld, 

Tm this respect, the development of Christian character in our 
times exhibits a remarkable contrast with the earlier develop- 
ment which the New Testament exhibits; and I am led to believe 
that this fact is to be accounted for in intimate connection with 
the question before us. It deserves our attention that the re- 
corded sermons of the Apostles, and also their writings, are 
comparatively deficient of allusions to the subject of future pun- 
ishment at all; and, what is more astonishing, there is a marked 
abruptness in the utterance of their emotions whenever they 
have occasion to refer to the subject. Now, if the Apostles be- 
lieved that the punishment of the wicked will be everlasting 
torment, how shall we explain these phenomena? It surely de- 
seryed a very considerable prominence in apostolica) preaching, 
if as is popularly believed, to save us from eternal torment was 
the moving cause of the Mediator’s mission, and the grandest 
evidence of God’s ineffable love. No vivid and pathetic descrip- 
tions of the punishment of the wicked are, however, to be met 
with in their writings: they never attempt to portray the dread- 
ful picture of future wrath—make use of no language indicative 
of the vision of terrible images of deathless agonies, but briefly 
advert to it occasionally, and then in terms which, if accepted 
according to their conventional meaning in common usage, 
would lead to*the belief that the Apostles expected a “second 
death,” or complete extinction, to be the portion of the wicked. 

It is sufficient to mention, that the style of much modern 
preaching is the very reverse of that exhibited in the writings 
and discourses of the apostles. Genius itself, to find imagery 
and language merely, is put to the torture. Imagination 
stretches itself to the utmost, to depict the horrors of the con- 
demned, and the most painful emotions evidently agitate the 
mind of the earnest preacher of the popular theory. He be- 
lieves it, and it is natural, therefore, that he should often refer 
to it, and make it the ground of his most faithful appeals, No 
one will imagine that the apostles were not men of strong feel- 
ings and lively sensibilities, nor attempt to account for this ex- 
| traordinary fact by asserting that their writings were less emo- 
tional than ratiocinative and preceptive. Paul, whose writings 
constitute the chief portion of the epistolary New Testament, ex- 
hibits sometimes the intensest ‘emotion. I need only remind 
you of his eestacy over the vanquished death and the grave, (1 
Cor. 15: 55,).and of his memorable declaration, however you in-~ 
terpret it, concerning his brethren after the flesh. Rom. 9: 3. 
To mention but one occasion which occurs to. me, when we 
should have expected that Paul, had he believed the popular 
theory, would have addressed his brethren in langifage, not only 
earnest but descriptive, 1 refer to his recorded address to them 
at Antioch, in Pisidia; but we hear him, under most painfully 
affecting circumstances, thus curtly addressing them: “Beware, 
therefore, lest that come upon you which is spoken of in the 
prophets: Behold, ye despisers, and wonder, and perish, * * 
It was necessary that the word of God should first have been 
spoken to you: but seeing ye put it from you, and judge your- 
selves unworthy of everlasting life, lo, we turn to the Gentiles.” 
Acts 13:40, 41, 46. 

This absence of any attempt at vivid ond pathetic portraiture of 
the miserable condition of the wicked hereafter, adds considera- 
ble weight to the evidence for the literal interpretation of their 
language on this subject, and justifies us in believing that Paul 
and the New Testament writers generally believed the future 
punishment of the wicked to be their utter annihilation. 

A difficulty may be suggested to the contemplative mind by 
the statement that the wicked will share a common fate—that 
all will in the end perish. The Scriptures most certainly make 
a distinction in the wretched experience of the wicked hereafter, 
We are assured that it will be “more tolerable” for some than 
for others—that there will be those who “shall receive the 
greater damnation.” But we have no decided information con- 
cerning what will precede—what will be the beginning of the 
end. ‘The interval between the resurrection of the wicked and 
their “second death” will, we cannot doubt, be sufficiently long 
to afford an opportunity for the manifestation of the discrimi- 
native justice of God, ‘“‘who will render to every man according 
to his work,” inflicting upon some “many” and upon others 
“few stripes.” The wicked will obviously share a common end; 
“the candle of the wicked shall be put out;” but previous to that 
end their conscious experience will be as various as their charac- 
ters and deserts. 

I would only observe, finally, for the sake of the anxious fears 
of any present, that.it is a mistaken notion that the public pro- 
clamation of this doctrine is injurious in its tendency. The 
question is—Is it true? for if it be true, then it cannot be inju- 
rious. Whether we view this doctrine m relation to the well. 
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being of society, or the personal salyation of mankind, in neither 
aspect is there any ground for apprehension. For, before it can 
be declared injurious to social morals, it must be shown that the 
yiees of the community are really kept within the present limits 
through the belief in the doctrine of everlasting torments, as 
the favure pubishinent ofthe wicked. How far this belief oper- 
ates benciivially m this respect it is impossible to say, but there 
is reasou to apprehend that its influence is exceedingly small in 
this direct:on. ‘ihe fear that the denial of this view of the fu- 
ture punishment will affect most disastrously the condition of 
society, implies the assumption that the doctrine in question is 
the princijal conservative of the social morals, and the powerful 
restraint upon those baser passions, which only need its remo- 
yal to break torth in frightful inundation of all social order and 
safety. ‘ihis is surely to exaggerate the practical value of this 
doctrine. 1s it not rather the dread of that certain and nearer 
retribution whch the criminal laws of the country threaten, 
that hoid in chuck the mischievous excesses of evil-disposed men? 
And besides this conventioual restraint, is there not another 
and potent one, which lies in the constitution of our nature, 
which compels the confinement of evil passions within certain 
limits, on pain of a summary and terrible penalty. These two 
sets of laws—the laws of the country, and the laws of the hu- 
man constitution—are unquestionably the chief safeguards of 
social order. ‘there is, alas! too much scepticism and awful reck- 


XAMINER. 


complished their devastating mission, and ‘the works 


sensitive human beings, waiting to be ‘burnt up’ in 
the fires of the burning world! Is this no punish- 
ment—a license to sin on—a justification of guilty 
Is this not hell—the fit antitype of 


burning but unconsumed humanity? Must co 
be eternized to glut the sanguinary maw of 
-worms—and the fire everlastingly wreathe 4 
the vitals of essential life, otherwise the ex 
of Scripture language are unmet? May man 
fearless, if they fear not this? 
“Rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul 
and body in hell?” Will the guilty refuse to ‘fear’ on 
any assurance less than that God will perpetuate 


lessness of all future consequences among the delinquents even 
of a nominally Christian country, to permit the belief, that the 
more elevated motives of the Word of God have a chief influence 
upon their characters and conduct. They are too much the 
creatures of time and sense, to be influenced to any great ex- 
tent by the sanctions of eternity. 

And with regard to the influence of the disbelief of this doc- 
trine on the personal salvation of mankind, it is to altogether 
misapprehend the nature of that salyation, and the motives that 
urge to its acceptance and enjoyment; if it be supposed that this 
awful exhibition of the future punishment, or even that punish- 
ment at all, however firmly believed, accomplishes the salvation 
ofmen. ‘fhe devils believe and tremble:” but in order to be 
saved, the eye and-thought, too, must be averted from the bot- 
tomless pitto the Cross, and to Him who, crucified thereon, so 
displays the quality and extent of the diyine love for men. Not 
one that will be among the saved at the great future gathering 
of the church, will have been saved by the fear of hell torments, 
whether temporal or eternal; nor even by the dread of punish- 

ment of any kind whatsoever. Their salvation will be owed to 
; a Oibcing, not a driving power; the drawing of divine love, 
through the character and mission of Jesus Christ. Let it never 
be forgotten, that terror is not the power which brings mankind 
to Christ, but love; this, and this only, is the efficient power 
which melts by its fervor the iron obstinacy of the hardest heart, 
_ But some haye flattered themselves that they cansin on; and 
take their full draught of iniquity, if they are not to endure 
eternal torment. What impious madness is this! Such, surely, 
will have the greaterdamnation! The punishment which awaits 
such will be long, awful, and dishonorable enough to be worthy 
the name of vengeance. “Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will 
recompense, saith the Lord.” Its first approach will be suffi- 
cient to excite the predicted invocation, “Ye mountains, fall on 
us—Ye hills, cover us.” he ingredients in that blood-red cup 
will be potent enough to stir up the most pungent remorse. 
The fire will be keen enough to stimulate the ‘weeping and 
wailing and gnashing of teeth;’’ and the whole scene horrible 
enough to be worthy the name of damnation! That any can 
callously contemplate the awful representation of the future 
wrath contained in the Scriptures, seems scarcely credible. The 
declaration of the Apostle Peter, that “the heavens and earth, 
which are now, are kept in store, reserved unto Jire, against the 
day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men,” is suggestive 
of a punishment, from which our sensitive natures shrink with 
instinctive horror. And this is but the terrible sequel, the 
closing scene of the great mortal tragedy. Before punishment 
is the judgment, and although we know nothing of the pro- 
cesses of the great final assize, nor what shall be its duration 
and precise moral effects upon the wretched consciousness of the 
condemned, yet it is probable that its conduct will be such as to 
afford ample opportunity for conscience to collect her chastising 
forces,.for the infiiction of the “many” or the ‘few stripes,” as 
the case may be. Whocan conceive that scene of mortal sorrow, 
when remorse, fed by a then too faithful memory, is lacerating 
every human bosom, and every cry for mercy is met by the 
reply, “I know you not, depart from me, aJl ye workers of ini- 
quity?” With what awfw suspense will the wretched victims 
of selfdelusion and guilt await the kindling of the destroying 
element, whose flowing flames shall engirt the earth in one'vast 
fiery deluge! ; 

The horrible sounds of the dissolving heavens 
which are to ‘pass away with a great noise,” will 
be heard in dreaded anticipation; ‘‘the elements” 
that “shall melt with fervent heat,” will have already 
breathed around their scorching atmosphere—and 
“the earth,”’ whose scenes, originally of beauty and 
innocence, have become associated with, and sugges- 


tive of, suffering and sin, will, even then, in fearful 


‘both soul and body in hell?’ Because the miserable 
sufferers will in the end perish, will any despise the 
future hell? If so, we can but respond to such des- 
perate impiety, in the words of Paul, ‘“‘Behold, ye 
despisers, and wonder, and perish!” 


that are therein shall be burnt up!’ Oh horrible ruin! e 
And to be involved therein!. Living, life-loving, - 


Is it not written, — 


Is it so that any man can secretly congratulate — 


himself, that hell-torments are not eternad; and not 
only refuse to fear, but, on this ground, can also 
justify and rejoice in his rejection of Christ? Wretch- 
ed man, how little dost thou know of Christ! Let all 
such remember, that they are incompetent judges 
now of what will be their feelings hereafier. The bible 
assures us that it will be a terrible calamity to the 
wicked; its phrases and figures by the interpretation 
of this lecture are not deprived of their awful signifi- 
cancy. “It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands 
ofthe living God.” Let such, while consciousness is 
theirs, conceive of themselves slumbering in awful 
silence after the first resurrection of the believers in 
Christ awaiting that resurrection which shall call up 
the shrouded wicked from the sleep of the grave! 
Is there nothing terrible in this anticipation! Will 
there be nothing terrible when, gathered together on 
the doomed world, which, in its final conflagration, 
is to consummate the perdition of ungodly men, they 
shall see heaven opened, the great white throne erec- 
ted and occupied, and the multitude of the redeemed 
the children of the ‘first resurrection”—returning 
with the host of heaven to grace the triumph of their 
Lord, and be spectators of the degradation and de- 
‘struction of his enemies—themselves those enemies, 
and the objects of that perdition? Will there be no 
desire for the blessedness of the righteous, when 
they see their incipient enjoyment and honor? Will 
there be no wailings, no compunction, no entreaty 
for pardon and grace then? Willit then be a bright 
spot in the dark perspective of the miserable future, 
that their torments will have an end! Will life then 
be a despised thing?—to lose its honors and blessed- 
ness, of little moment? Alas, no! Desire.will be as 
strong as lamentation, “The wicked shall see, and be 
grieved; he shall gnash with his teeth, and melt away; 
the desire of the wicked shall perish.” Ps. 112: 10. “This 
lis the second death.’ Into the all-devouring lake will 
Satan also be cast, and every agent of evil in the 
universe; and, when destruction has done its work, 
and its tumult is hushed in silence—then shall the 
stillness be broken by the anthems of the redeemed; 
every blot in the creation will be effaced; ‘the former 
things are passed away,’ and “God shall -be all 1x 
ALL.’ : ' 


imagination, be wrestling with ‘the fire that shall not | 
be quenched,” until its triumphant flames have ac-' 


The time shall come when every evil thing 
From being and remembrance both shall die; 
The world one solid temple of pure good. 
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